
91ST CONGRESS HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES J REPORT
2d Session f No. 91-1672

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REVENUE ACT OF 1970

DECEMBER 5, 1970.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the

State of the Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. MCMILLAN, from the Committee on the District of Columbia,
submitted the following

REPORT

together with

MINORITY AND SEPARATE VIEWS

[To accompany H.R. 19885]

The Committee on the District of Columbia, to whom was referred
the bill (H.R. 19885) to provide additional revenue for the District
of Columbia, and for other purposes, having considered the same,
report favorably thereon with an amendment and recommend that
the bill as amended do pass.
The amendment is as follows:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert the matter that

appears in italic type in the reported bill.

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of H.R. 19885 is to provide some additional revenue
to the District of Columbia, as well as other much needed and justified
legislation that hopefully may be enacted before the adjournment of
the 91st Congress.

Again the Congress is faced with and asked to bail the District
Government out of its fiscal distress.
For the 7th consecutive year the District has come to Congress with

an out-of-balance budget. The District's estimates of expenditures as
submitted for fiscal year 1971 totaled $821 million, or $206 million
more than its anticipated revenues. Consequently, the Appropriations
Committee was required to slash $182 million from the budget and
disallow over $20 million of proposed reserves when appropriating
for fiscal year 1971.
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A summary of the House action on the District's 1971 budget
follows:

Item Requested Appropriated Decrease

Operating expenses  $600,582,000 $563, 049,000 —$37, 533,000
Repayment of loans and interest 15,564,000 15, 563,000 —1,000
Capital outlay 

Total, District of Columbia funds 

209,012,000 64,294,000 —144,718,000

825,158,000 642, 906,000 —182,252,000

Now your Committee and the Congress are asked to pick up the tab
for the rest of, or most of, or some of, the disallowed budget requests,
and thus finance another record-breaking budget by the District.

Regretfully, the government of the District of Columbia continues
an accelerated rate of spending, all out of proportion, in the judgment
of a majority of the House District Committee Members, to the city's
declining population, its needs, or its ability to finance such expendi-
tures. Few if any economies or efficiencies have been achieved in the
expansion of the city government departments, agencies and pro-
grams. Yet no other city in the Nation is annually treated so gener-
ously with hundreds of millions of Federal grants, in addition to the
generous Federal payment.
The House District Committee is of the opinion that it has met all

the established needs of the Nation's Capital by enacting the necessary
legislation.

During the past 7 years your Committee has reported and the
Congress has approved five revenue acts for the District.
In these 7 years, the Congress has:
1. Increased the Federal payment authorization from $32 million

to $105 million.
2. Raised various District tax rates to provide an estimated $62.4

million of additional annual revenues to the D.C. General Fund.
3. Increased certain motor vehicle registration and other fees, in

the Revenue Act of 1969, so as to provide an additional $6 million
annually to the Highway Fund.
4. Increased the District's borrowing authority to the General

Fund, for capital improvements, from $75 million to $392.3 million.
5. Increased the District's borrowing authority for highway con-

struction from $50.25 million to $85.25 million.
6. Authorized an additional $50 million of earmarked borrowing

authority as the District's one-third share of the $431 million initial
cost of constructing a subway and rapid rail transit system.

7. Authorized $50 million for construction of the Federal City
College and the Washington Technical Institute ($10 million of this
was an outright grant, and $40 million another additional borrowing
authorization).
8. Authorized $40 million in Federal project grants for moderniza-

tion of hospital plants and construction of health facilities, and also
$40.5 million in Federal loans (at 2.5 percent interest repayable in
50 years) for institutions not having the required matching funds.

9. Qualified the Federal City College as a land grant college,
thereby authorizing it to receive a capital grant of $7.2 million as an
endowment.
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10. Authorized an additional $166,500,000 of borrowing authority
(to be added to the $50 million authorized by the 1965 Act), thus
increasing to $216.5 million as the District of Columbia's share of
the regional subway and rapid transit system, the Federal contribu-
tion to which will be $1.147 million.

11. Provided an additional $25 million, annually to the District's
revenues, through increases in the personal income tax, when enact-
ing the Police, Firemen and Teachers' Salary bill.
The mean average household income for 1969, as reported by D.C.

Government, was $10,500.
During the 10 years' construction of the subway now underway, it

is estimated that 12,000 to 15,000 workers will be employed with an

estimated $1 billion payroll.
Congress has provided generously to the District in so many

instances, through countless measures. As shown hereafter in this

report these Federal revenues, supplementing the District's own

revenues, should suffice to provide an efficient and sufficient govern-

ment to the people of Washington. If their government insists on living

beyond its means, it must lift itself by its own bootstraps, or survive

as it can do well within its available revenues.

PROVISIONS OF THE OMNIBUS BILL

The bill is an omnibus bill, including 20 major sections. It had its

inception in revenue-producing measures requested by the District

of Columbia government. Miscellaneous tax proposals were submitted

by various Members. Other legislative recommendations likewise

received your Committee's approval, and all were included herein.

Subcommittee No. 4 devoted extensive hearings on a majority of

the matters included, and the remainder were considered and approved

by other Subcommittees or by the full Committee.
Every section of H.R. 19885 was thoroughly reviewed and ap-

proved by your Committee, most of them by substantial vote of the

Committee.
In view of the few weeks remaining in this session of the Congress,

a majority of your Committee realistically agreed to the omnibus

package• as the only vehicle available to assure consideration of all

these proposals by the other body before adjournment. There will be

no other opportunity except through this bill for them to be acted upon.

In the judgment of a majority of your Committee, all these proposals

in H. R. 19885 are meritorious and deserving of the support of the

House. They are no less meritorious because they are included in one

package, rather than reported as 20 separate bills.

REVENUE FOR THE DISTRICT

The bill provides an estimated $700,000 to $900,000 in special taxes,

fees, or savings to the District government.
It provides, through increased borrowing authority to the District

an estimated $783 million loan authority ($550 million to the General

Fund for 1971 and 1972; $72 million to the Sanitary and Sewage

Works Fund; $110 million to the Highway Fund; and $51 million to

the Water Fund).
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Finally, it increases the Federal payment or contribution annually
authorized, to the District by $15 million, to an all-time high of $120
million per year.
Your CominittPe earlier in this Congress approved and the Congress

enacted legislation giving the District an additional $8 million Federal
payment toward sala, y increases for police and firemen, plus another
$5 million Federal payment toward the new court system and the drug
problem, as well as a $9 T illion savincr to the District by transferring
the operation of the lo al zoo from the I strict to the Federal
government.

Admittedly, this legislaticn does not provide the District Govern-
ment with all the moneys .t requested because a majority of your
Committee do not believe that the Congress should burden the tax-
payers of the whole country with any larger share of the District's
expenditures than they are now contributing.

Admittedly, the District Government has confessed it has reached
the "bottom of the barrel" in its own search for sources of local
revenue. Which produced the unbelievable picture of the District
requesting your Committee, and the Congress, to authorize a $30
million increase in the Federal payment to the District, while the
District itself would only assume to raise $1.5 million by a fuel tax
increase. At the same time, the District of Columbia Council refused
to raise $8.7 million by increasing the local real estate taxes, as
recommended by the District Commissioner as a necessary part of
his revenue needs.
The District government is unable or unwilling to finance its own in-

creased budget in the amount of a $100 million increase each year, andits own anticipated revenues will yield only an additional $50 million.
The District would be perfectly happy to continue its merry spending,its enlarged programs, its ever-increasing personnel, mostly at theexpense of the American taxpayers.

If the Congress would force the District's fiscal demands upon thecitizens throughout the country by appropriating further Federalfunds to bail out the District's programs, then it would be equally
equitable to strap the same taxpayers with the indebtedness of anyand all other U.S. cities in financial doldrums or decline.

TITLE I—REVENUE

SECTION 101—FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO THE DISTRICT
Title I of the bill provides for an authorized annual Federal pay-ment to the District of Columbia of $120 million (an increase of $15million over present $105 million).
This amount is considered by your Committee as adequate tosupplement the generous funds already provided in the five revenueacts emanating from your Committee and passed by the Congress inthe last seven years, provided the District government for its partrequires further retrenchment in its operation of a city of decliningpopulation (1950-802,178; 1960-763,956; 1970-756,510).
The District will never achieve a soundly-financed government if,on the other hand, it annually increases its spending budget by over$100 million and continues to add to its personnel (now over 45,000employees out of 756,510 population, or over 1 of every 20 persons inthe District on its government payroll.
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This payment is more than ample to cover the unanticipated con-
tingencies as represented to your Committee, many of which are only
guesstimates, and questionable, and which the Appropriations
Committees will have to sort out as they must for justification or not
as the case may be. In fact, some of these proposed expenditures have
already been examined and denied by the said Committees. In any
event, it is the view of your Committee that this increase in the Federal
payment, and the other revenues provided in the bill, will amply
suffice to keep the District going at measurable speed, particularly
since many of the so-called priority items presented to your Com-
mittee were planning figures only and were based on projected expend-
iture in a full fiscal year, one-half of which year will be over before
this legislation is enacted.
The phenomenal increase in the Federal contribution to the District

is shown by the following table:

RECENT FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO THE DISTRICT

Authorized
(millions)

Percent of
general fund

revenues

1956 $20 18. 1

1957 23 18.5

1959 . 32 23.7

1963 50 25.3

1966 60 21.0

1967 70 25.0

1968 90 28.0

1969 1 105 30.7

1970 2 105 26.1

1971 3 105 26.8

1 Plus $5,000,000 for crime.
2 plus $8,000,000 for salary increases; plus $5,000,000 for court system and drug problem.
3 Assuming no increase in 1971.

Whereas the Federal payment of $20 million in 1956 amounted to
18.1% of the General Fund revenues of the District, the 1971 payment
at $105 million represents 26.8% of the General Fund revenues; and
the increase of $15 million in the reported bill, makes a total Federal
contribution of $120 million which is 27.7% of the District's General
Fund revenues.
So the District continues to benefit appreciably from the Federal

taxpayers' share of the expenditures of the District of Columbia
government.

Blatant criticisms are intermittently voiced by certain segments of

the Washington community over the alleged burdens to the city by
reason of the presence in the District of the Federal establishment.

The foregoing figures confirm the fact that in this Federal City,

established solely for the purpose of providing a seat for the govern-

ment of this mighty Nation, the Federal Government is generously

paying its way.
By reason of its merely being located here, millions of dollars

annually roll into the coffers of local residents and businesses, as well

as into the Treasury as taxes collected thereon for the District. In

this very year, your Committee is advised, over 17.8 million tourists

will have visited Washington, and spent $642 million $318 in hotels

and their restaurants; $126 million in other restaurants and beverage

establishments; and $148 million in retail stores).
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Add to this the fact that about 200,000 persons are employed here bythe Federal government, many of whom spend untold thousands of
dollars in the District, and thus contribute to its economy.
Without the Federal establishment here, and all the shrines and

monuments created here because this is the Nation's Capital, without
the City's major industries—tourism and government—the localeconomy would shrivel and die.

Finally, must be reckoned the vast sums of money annually poured
into the District of Columbia by the Federal government, either asdirect grants-in-aid for expenditures by appropriate District agencies,
or funded through Federal departments and agencies and channeled
into local programs. Many of these exceed or are not matched bycomparable Federal funds expended in the States, because being theNation's Capital it often is selected for "Model" city and State pro-grams, such as a $2.5 million grant by HUD for health, day care,recreation and youth programs in Washington's Model Cities Area.
These Federal expenditures are summarized in the following tabu-lations:

HON. JOHN L. MCMILLAN,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia,
Room 1310, Longworth House Office Building,
Washington, D. C. 20551.
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The enclosed tables have been prepared inresponse to your request of June 16, 1970, for an itemized listing oftotal expenditures by the Federal Government on the District ofColumbia metropolitan area for fiscal years 1966-70.
I hope this report will be useful in the work of your committee.Sincerely,

GEORGE P. SHULTZ, Director.Enclosure.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET,

Washington, D.C., July 10, 1970.
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FEDERAL FUNDS CAPITAL REGION AND RELATED ACTIVITIES

[In thousands of dollars]

Budget authority

1966
actual

1967
actual

1968
actual

1969
actual

1970
estimate

A. Direct Federal funds to District of Columbia: Federal pay-
ments and loans 1 118,440 136,128 158,006 164,402 179,510

B. Federal grant-in aid assistance to District of Columbia
government 2 71,263 88,655 117,392 156,775 185,202

C. Direct Federal funds to other Federal or intergovernmental
agencies identified in the Federal budget as funding pro-
grams for the National Capital region:

Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin 5 5 5 5 5

Commission on Fine Arts 123 115 115 115 115

Commission on Revision of the Criminal Laws of the
District of Columbia 

150

National Capital Planning Commission 818 429 794 1,024 315

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 
43,772 126,112

Total, direct Federal  190,649 225,332 276,312 366,093 491,409

D. Related direct Federal funds to agencies not identified in the

Federal budget as part of National Capital region function

but having significant program benefits for Washington

metropolitan area:
Howard University, including Freedmen's Hospital 4._ _ 18,742 23,515 26,397 29,470 61,394

National Capital airports (Washington National and

Dulles) 4b 9,572 8,527 8,810 9,820 11,990

Smithsonian Institution 4e 26,539 31,800 29,763 46,799 49,306

National Capital Parks (Department of Interior)4a 
16,015 17,742

Total, related direct Federal 54,853 63,842 64,970 102,104 140,432

Grand total, all types 245,502 289,174 341,282 468,197 631,841

1 Data from Federal budgets, 1968-71.
2 Excludes Federal grants to non-District government agencies, but

 includes the District of Columbia Redevelopment

Land Agency. Also includes grants for National Capital Housing
 Authority and District of Columbia Highway construction

which are reflected in the District of Columbia budget as reimb
ursable payments. Adjustments are as follows:

(In thousands of dollars]

Budget authority

1966 1967 1968
1969

actual
1970

estimate

Grants in District of Columbia budget totals 47,888 59,418 74,028 117,938 124,574

Highway reimbursements 18,844 23,928 36,991 32,013 48,317

Public housing reimbursements 4,531 5,309 6,373 6,824 12,311

Totals grants 71,263 88,655 117,392 156,775 185,202

3 Figures from Federal budgets, 1968-71, but exclude portion for Dis
trict of Columbia which is identified in A above.

4 Excludes grant programs (covered in B above) and Federal programs or 
prorata share thereof, which are funded payment

from District of Columbia government.
4. See Federal budget, 1968-71.
4b See Federal budget, 1968-71.
4 c Includes operations, construction, and improvements at Na

tional Zoological Park, National Gallery of Art, John F.

Kennedy Center for Performing Arts, museum programs, and other 
activities. See Federal budget, 1968-71.

4d These funds are drawn from.the following appropriations to the 
National Park Service of the Department of the Interio

r

(see Federal budget, 1971).
[In thousands of dollars]

1969 1970

1. Management and protection 
4,651 5,966

2. Maintenance and rehabilitation of physicai facilities 
5,248 7,791

3. General administrative expenses 
310 335

4. Cons1ruction 
3,045 1,599

5. Parkway and road construction 
2,761 2,051

Totals 
16,015 17,742
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STAFF MEMORANDUM

EXPENDITURES OF FEDERAL FUNDS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, EXCLUSIVE OF FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THEDISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GENERAL FUND AND FEDERAL PAYMENTS TO THE DISTRICT FOR WATER AND SEWERSERVICES, FISCAL YEARS 1969, 1970, AND 1971

BUDGET AUTHORITY

(In thousands of dollars)

1969
(actual)

1970
(esti-

mated)'

1971
(esti-

mated)!

A. Federal grant-in-aid assistance to District of Columbia government 3.. _ 148, 175 178,502 201,156
B. Direct Federal funds to Federal or intergovernmental agencies identi-fied in the Federal budget as funding programs for the District ofColumbia or for the National Capital region:

Commission of Fine Arts 115 115 115Natiopal Capital Planning Commission 1, 024 315 1,390Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority 43, 772 126,112 180, 028U.S. National Park Service 7,222 12, 828 19,935
Total, direct Federal 52, 133 139,370 201, 468

C. Related direct Federal funds to other agencies having significant pro-gram benefits for the District of Columbia: 3
Howard University, including Freedmen's Hospital 29, 470 61, 394 36, 185Smithsonian Institution 4 46, 799 49, 306 45, 932Office of Economic Opportunity 22, 942 16,735 18, 000United Planning Organization 16, 670 12,175 12,175

Total, related direct Federal 115, 881 139, 610 112, 292
Grand total 316,189 457,482 515,916

I Estimates for fiscal years 1970 and 1971 based on the Federal and District of Columbia budgets as submitted by Presi-dent Nixon on Feb. 2 and Mar. 31, respectively.
Includes grants for NCHA and District of Columbia highway construction which are reflected in District of Columbiabudget as reimbursable payments and thus not included in grand totals on p. 27 of the District of Columbia budget.3 Excludes grant programs (covered in "A" above) and Federal programs or pro rata share thereof, which are fundedpayments from District of Columbia government.

4 Includes operation, construction, and improvements at National Zoological Park, John F. Kennedy Center for thePerforming Arts, museum programs, and other activities.
Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Budget, U.S. National Park Service, Office of Economic Opportunity, United PlanningOrganization.

Federal Payment and District Borrowing by Formula
Discredited

Your Committee again supports and approves an annual lump-sumpayment to the District by the Federal government in lieu of theDistrict's proposed formula method for determining the Federalcontribution. Your Committee thus reaffirms the method of paymentby the Congress to the District, which has been in effect over 90 years.For at least the past 7 years, the District Government has urgedthat the Federal payment be based on a formula, and each year theformula has been rejected by the District Committee and by theCongress.
The proposed formula is but a gimmick, pure and simple, designedsolely as a lever to pry from the Congress higher Federal paymentsto the District.
The formula has been offered and urged as the panacea for thefinancial plight of the District, which when adopted would solve theneeds of the District.
That it is at best a misguided proposal is shown by its history.First it was offered over 7 years ago as a 25% formula, i.e., the FederalGovernment to pay an amount equal to 25% of tax revenues collectedby the District (from income and franchise taxes, sales taxes, property
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taxes, and inheritance and estate taxes), to be paid directly to the
District. When that proved unpalatable to the Congress the proposal
was modified to require the District to come to the Appropriations
Committees, as they do now, and justify the disbursement of such
funds, but the Congress repeatedly rejected it.
In the last Congress, after the District again proposed the 25%

formula, the April 1968 riots produced such a drop-off in taxes collected
by the city that it became quite apparent the formula method would
not produce the desired necessary revenues for expenditures the city
had projected. So the city quickly and gladly settled for the Federal
lump-sum payment ($90 million), as it provided more funds than the
$82.9 million the District would have received under the formula.
In this Congress, in the light of that experience, the District in-

creased the formula to a 30% formula, and also expanded the base so
that the 30% would apply not merely to taxes collected but also
would apply to all District of Columbia fees and miscellaneous
receipts. By such proposal, the District estimated it would receive,
if the entire tax package were adopted, a Federal lump-sum payment
of $120.5 million, as contrasted with presently-authorized $90 million,
increased to $105 million in the reported bill.
In the reported bill, your Committee has increased the lump-sum

Federal payment to $120 million, which is what the District claimed
last year it would receive under the 30% formula if adopted. However,
having increased its spending budget by over $100 million, the District
would have the present Congress resort to the 30% formula because,
what with increases in the District revenue receipts, the magic formula
would now produce an estimated $131.7 million, the District states.
As pointed out above, the Congress has already this year provided

the District with a $5 million Federal payment toward its new court
system, $8 million toward salary increases, and $9 million saving to
the District though Federal assumption of the Zoo's budget. These
amounts, coupled with the $120 million provided in the reported bill,
total $142 million Federal payment to the District this year!
The fallacy of the District's formula method argument is that it

would require of the Federal government an increase in Federal pay-
ment toward District's expenses every time the District secures
revenue increases from its own sources. This makes little or no sense
to a majority of your Committee, and completely disregards the
District's fiscal hiatus due to the uncontrolled mushrooming expan-
sion of the District government that is not justified by a declining
city population.
That the formula is a pure gimmick and. not the panacea the Dis-

trict Government has claimed is well illustrated by the experience of
the District with its borrowing authority tied to the formula method.
Under it, as hereinafter shown, the District would have a borrowing

authority ceiling of $402.8 million in 1971 (same as for 1970) for the
General Fund. But here again, the formula becomes inadequate based
on the 6% debt service limitation which is now in effect, and based on
projected expansions in the capital improvements program.
So the District proposes a change in the borrowing formula, and

asks the Congress to raise the 6% to 10% debt service limitation to
give it an estimated $850 million projected loan authority for the
General Fund. As indicated in the explanation for Section 103, your
Committee agreed to an 8% limit for 2 years.



10

Thus the formula method again is discredited because it is inade-
quate to keep apace the District's unrealistic expansive plans and
projections which are in disregard of the District's own ability to pay
therefor.

SECTION 102—BUDGET REQUESTS

Your Committee in this section has explicitly provided that the
Federal Office of Management and Budget (through which D.C.
budget requests are presently channeled to the Congress) shall care-
fully examine and review each request of the District of Columbia for
regular, supplemental, or deficiency appropriations for the District,
in order to determine (1) the priorities of expenditures for which the
appropriations are requested and (2) where reductions can be made
in such expenditures.
In view of the very sharp (over $100 million) increases in the Dis-

trict budgets as they reach Congress each year, far in excess of antici-
pated available District revenues, it is the judgment of your Committee
that more thorough examination and review of the District's budget
expenditure requests be made by the office particularly well qualified
to do so, namely, the Federal Office of Management and Budget.
As has been stated, this is the 7th consecutive year that the

District has come to Congress with an out-of-balance budget, predicat-
ed upon the assumption that the Congress will adopt new revenue
measures and find new sources of taxes, with which to supplement the
anticipated general revenues the District itself will collect. And the
District further assumes that since all these resources and expected
revenue windfalls will still fail to equal the annual ballooning of the
District Government's expenditures, the Congress will then generously
provide another huge increase in Federal payment for the District,
out of the pockets of the Nation's taxpayers.
Because of the fiscal hiatus in which the District government

seems regularly, i.e., annually, to find itself, your Committee has
become more and more concerned therewith. It is the belief of your
Committee that the District would benefit measurably by the inter-
vention and review of its budget proposals by such an outside agency
as the Federal Budget Office, just as such office now reviews and wields
the axe where necessary on the annual budgets of the various Federal
Departments and agencies before sending them on to the Congress.
The Federal Budget Office should act more than as a conduit for the

receipt of the District's requests and transmittal thereof to the Con-
gress.

Further, this Executive Office should have a special interest in and
concern over the District's budgets, not merely because Washington is
the Federal City of the Nation, but also because the Federal budget
and the taxpayers of the whole country are involved by reason of the
millions of dollars each year poured into the District of Columbia from
Federal funds.

It is the conclusion of a majority of your Committee that the Federal
Budget Office is peculiarly equipped, in the position it occupies with
relation to the District, to exercise proper oversight over the District's
spending programs, to weigh the countless Federal programs and
grants to the District and agencies herein against Federal expenditures
elsewhere in the country, to help the District avoid duplication and
multiplicity of programs, to point out where economies may be
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achieved, and to require the District government to get its fiscal affairs
in order and balance.

It just doesn't make sense, as the tabulations herein submitted
reveal, that the annual operating budget of the District should double
in 5 years, so that the District Government's expenditures are over
$1,000 for every man, woman and child in the District; or that the
number of employees in the District Government should jump from
30,000 to over 40,000 in the same period, with the result that over 1 of
every 20 District residents is on the District Government payroll. It is
estimated that 70% to 80% of the District's budgets is spent on per-
sonnel, so this is an area where economies should be achieved.
In the last session, your Committee recommended and the Congress

approved a "personnel freeze" on the hiring of new employees in the
District government, and made these comments in the Committee
report accompanying the Revenue Act of 1969 which contained such
restriction:
(Excerpts From House Report 91-463, 91st Cong., 1st Sess., on the

District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1969, pp. 19-20)

FREEZE OF D.C. GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES

Section 902 directs the freeze on the number of employees of the
District of Columbia. Your Committee found that major budget
increases are reflected in the number of employees. Sound fiscal
practices require that expenditures be brought to a level consonant

with revenue resources; consequently, your Committee recommends a
ceiling on the number of employees, permanent, as well as temporary

and part-time, in all departments and agencies of the District of

Columbia except police, fire, and public schools. Information furnished

to your Committee by the District of Columbia government indicates

that the number of authorized permanent personnel increased from

31.944 in 1967 to 38,511 in 1969, and a proposed number of 45,667

in 1970. Pertinent charts, furnished by the District of Columbia

Government, follow.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT STATISTICS, FISCAL YEAR 1954-69

Fiscal year

Number of
authorized
permanent
positions

Total gross
payroll

1954 19,818 $82, 575, 105

1955 20,686 89, 673, 840

1956 21,181 97, 094, 671

1957 21,995 102, 558, 852

1958 23,127 1 116, 688, 138

1959 23, 794 1 124, 672, 939

1960 24,479 1 134, 610, 294

1961 25,363 143, 611, 577

1962
26,229 149, 014, 318

1963
27,253 156, 985, 278

1964
28,430 168, 581, 746

1965
29,242 192, 220, 000

1966
30,161 202, 730, 000

1967
31,944 219, 534, 000

1968
34, 653 249, 956, 000

1969
38,511 302, 011, 000

Number increase (1969 over 1954) 18, 693 219, 435, 895

Percent increase 94.3 265.7

1 Calendar year figures.
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1970 DISTRICT OPERATING BUDGET—SUMMARY BY SELECTED FUNCTIONS, TOTALS, AND INCREASES,
BY CATEGORIES (ALL FUNDS)

[In thousands of dollars]

Selected functions
1970 1970 pending Total Percent of
base request increase increase

Police 51, 890 68, 377 16,487 13.9
Fire 21, 405 25, 013 3,608 3. 0
Other public safety 29,285 40, 509 11,224 9.4
Public schools 101, 002 133, 509 32, 507 27.4
Colleges 7,193 16,447 9,254 7.8
Vocational rehabilitation 899 943 44 .3
Health 72,991 82,274 9,283 7.8
Welfare 46,261 58, 597 12, 336 10.3
General operating expenses 34,361 44, 091 9,730 8.2
Parks and recreation 16,976 20, 421 3,445 2.9
Highways and traffic 17, 567 18,486 919 .8
Sanitary engineering 30,287 34,929 4,642 3.9
Personal services, wage board employees 5,201 5,201 4. 3

Total 430,117 548,797 118,680 100.0

The District government was dismayed, yet the freeze did achieve
savings of several millions of dollars. So much so that this year the
District Commissioner, of his own volition, for which your Com-
mittee commends him, ordered a 3-month freeze that netted a $4
million saving. So a regular freeze, and a real retrenchment in spending,
could accomplish savings ad infinitum, and with no diminishing in the
efficiency or achievement of the District Government.
Your Committee sincerely hopes that the Federal Office of Manage-

ment and Budget will proceed with dispatch and determined effort
to meet this delegation or direction, and thereby enable the District
to avoid a financial catastrophe which is in the offing. It is the belief
of your Committee that it is expressing the sentiments of both D.C.
Appropriations Subcommittees as well as of both the District Legis-
lative Committees in the Congress in reporting this proposal.

WASHINGTON AS COMPARED WITH OTHER CITIES 1

Washington has no parallel among cities of the United States in
terms of percent of city employees to population. The following ex-
hibit shows the Nation's Capital stands highest (at 5.29 percent) in
proportion of city employees to population.

Excerpt from House District Committee Rept. 91-1385, of August 7, 1970, pp. 5 and 6.
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POPULATION AND CITY EMPLOYEES

Comparable city 1
Population 2

City
employees'

Percent of
city employees
in population

Atlanta, Ga 
Baltimore, Md 
Boston, Mass 

488, 000
940, 000
698,000

6,631
36, 950
24,111

1.36
3.93
3.45

Buffalo, N.Y 
533, 000 12, 741 2.39

Cleveland, Ohio 
*811, 000 15, 791 1.95

Columbus, Ohio 
472, 000 5,664 1.20

Dallas, Tex 
680, 000 9,808 1.44

Denver, Colo 
494, 000 8, 034 1.63

Indianapolis, Ind 
477, 000 4, 007 .84

Kansas City, Mo 
476, 000 5,360 1.13

Milwaukee, Wis 
742, 000 9,693 1.31

Memphis, Tenn 
*600, 000 20, 544 3.42

New Orleans, La 
628, 000 9,791 1.56

Phoenix, Ariz 
*506, 000 5, 082 1.00

Pittsburgh, Pa 
605, 000 7,486 1.24

St. Louis, Mo 
751, 000 13, 768 1.83

San Antonio, Tex 
588, 000 7,773 1.32

San Diego, Calif 
574, 000 4, 890 .85

San Francisco, Calif 
741, 000 17, 957 2.42

Seattle, Wash 
558, 000 9, 610 1. 72

Washington, D.0 
764, 000 40,425 4 5.29

1 List of comparable cities from p. 1421, Senate hea
rings before the Committee on Appropriations, Dist

rict of Columbia

Appropriations, H.R. 18706, 90th Cong., 2d sess., fi
scal year 1969.

Population statistics are from the 1960 census, exc
ept those marked which are from later census. All figures are

rounded off to the next higher thousand.
The number of city employees is based on data c

ompiled in October 1967, by the Bureau of the Cens
us.

4 using the District of Columbia Government's 1970 b
udget-projected 45,657 employees and using the 

population figure

for the District of an estimated 809,000, gives the D
istrict 5.64 percent of city employees to populati

on.

Source: Legislative Reference Service, Library of
 Congress, Apr. 4, 1969.

In explanation or justification of the unpreceden
ted number of city

employees on the D.C. Government payroll, 
the local officials offer

as one excuse the claim that Washington has mor
e functions than most

municipal governments, that its situation is u
nique in this country,

and that it should more fairly be regarded as a
 State when employee

comparisons are presented.
The following tabulation, secured from the 

Library of Congress,

shows the number of full-time Government 
employees (State and

local) in States having populations of less tha
n one million persons,

the therefore comparable to the District of Col
umbia.

In this grouping, the District ranks No. 2
 in total number of

full-time Government employees:

FULL-TIME EMPLOYEES (OCTOBER 1969)

State
Population

State
employees

Total State
and local Rank

Alaska 
Delaware 
Hawaii 
Idaho 

282,000
540, 000
794, 000
718,000

7,962
10, 666
25, 389
9,796

14,780
23, 409
35, 039
30,701

13
12
4
8

Maine 
978, 000 15, 312 39, 360 3

Montana 
694, 000 12, 161 31, 302 7

Nevada 
457,000 6,493 23,930 11

New Hampshire 
717, 000 9,714 25, 498 10

New Mexico 
994, 000 18, 202 47, 102 1

North Dakota 
615, 000 10, 264 25, 568 9

Rhode Island 
911,000 13,466 33,799 5

South Dakota 
659, 000 10, 002 32, 217 6

Vermont 
439, 000 7,580 10, 818 14

Wyoming 
320, 000 6,434 9,239 15

District of Columbia 
798, 000  44, 884 2

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce: "Pu
blic Employment in 1969" (Government 

Employment/GE 69 No. 1).
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Following is a chart representing the increase in D.C. employeesand payroll therefor, and of selected agencies just from fiscal 1965through 1970:

AUTHORIZED POSITIONS AND PAYROLL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT (1965-1970)

1965 1966 1967 1968 1969 1970

1970
increase

over
1969

Percent
change,

1970 over
1969

Total 29, 342 30, 161 31,944 34, 790 38, 175 45,657 7,329 19.0
Executive Office 41 43 50 50 190 474 267City Council 

37 52 15
Subtotal 41 43 50 50 227 526 282 124.0Human Relations Commission_ 5 5 5 8 11 51 40 363.0Corporation Counsel 118 118 121 133 136 166 30 22.0Police 3,275 3,382 3,471 3,572 4,791 6,243 1,455 30.0Firemen 1,476 1,476 1,481 1,499 1,521 1,642 121 7.9Courts 379 383 487 586 632 749 117 18.0Corrections 936 950 973 1,017 1,101 1,637 536 48.0Public schools 7,728 8,225 8,808 9,898 10, 359 12, 918 2, 559 2.74Public health 3,769 3,842 4, 190 4,446 4,835 5,235 400 8.2Public welfare 2,502 2,942 3,197 3,698 3,966 4,599 633 16.0

Total gross payroll (in
millions of dollars) $192.2 $202.7 $219. 5 $250.0 $402.0 $420.7 $118. 7 39. 0

Source: District of Columbia Government, Summary of Authorized Positions, hearings, Revenue Proposals, 91st Cong.1st sess., pp. 415-417.

SECTION 103-INCREASED BORROWING AUTHORITY
Section 103 amends existing law (the Act of June 6, 1958, D.C.Code, tit 9, sec. 920(b) (1)), relating to the borrowing authority of theDistrict of Columbia, to assist in financing some of its proposed capitalimprovements programs as follows:

(1) By increasing the debt service limitation on the generalfund borrowing from 6% to 8% for two years, which the D.C.government estimates will provide an estimated $550 millionloan authority for the General Fund for the next two years.(2) By providing additional borrowing authority in the specificfunds, which authority your Committee was advised has beenexhausted in each of them, namely

[In millions of dollars]

Fund Present New
authority authority

Sanitary and sewage works fund 
32 72Highway fund 

85. 25 110Water fund 
35 51

BACKGROUND
Public Law 90-120 (the so-called D.C. Federal Payment Authori-zation and Borrowing Authority Act of 1967) in providing a formulamethod for computing the District's annual borrowing authority for
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the General Fund had placed a ceiling of 6% on the amount of revenues

in such fund that the District might use to pay the principal and

interest on these loans from the Treasury. This prevented the District

from borrowing any moneys which would cause the total amount

required to pay the interest and principal on its aggregate, outstanding

indebtedness, to exceed 6% of the "general fund revenues" (defined

to include all tax revenues from real and tangible property; sales and

gross receipts taxes; taxes on individuals, corporations, and unin-

incorporated businesses; real estate recordation taxes; inheritance and

estate taxes; motor vehicle registration fees; and the Federal payment

appropriated for the District.)
The 1967 Act was sponsored by the District government with great

fanfare, as a flexible, formula method of determining the District'
s

loan authorization, in lieu of the debt ceiling at that time fixed by law.

Whereas the District's borrowing authority under the general fund

loan authorization was then fixed at $290 million, it was represented

to your Committee that the formula method would provide a stead
y

growth in the borrowing authority ceiling, as follows: $333.8 million 
for

fiscal 1968, $363.9 million for fiscal 1969, and $392.3 million for fis
cal

1970. (Actually because of increase in revenues, the formula provid
ed

$402.8 million for 1970). 
The District of Columbia had no indebtedness prior to 1956, and

your Chairman has opposed the ever-increasing debt authoriz
ation

provisions. However, a majority of your Committee in 1967 agre
ed to

give the so-called formula method referred to for determining the 
City's

borrowing authorizations a 3-year trail, in place of the very co
ntro-

versial borrowing formula then being urged based on assessed val
uation

of all Federally-owned real and personal property in the 
District,

including the Capitol, the White House and other historic m
onuments,

buildings, and parks.

PROJECTED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

The testimony presented to your Committee by the Distr
ict gov-

ernment was quite cursory in its explanation of a projecte
d 6-year

public works plan, and its financing through a proposed 
bonds for

capital improvements program.
Because of its "complex nature, and the many types o

f problems

that are dealt with in this bond legislative program req
uire time for

study by the Congress", the District suggested in th
e alternative

extending the current loan authorizations for two to thre
e years. The

provisions of Section 103 attempt to fulfill this recomm
endation and

allow the continuance of such capital improvements
 during the next

two years as the Appropriations Committees may f
ind justified and

needed.
A bare summary of the projects contemplated by t

he District as

presented to your Committee follows:
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SUMMARY OF PROJECTED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
(Dollars in
millions)1. New District of Columbia jail (1,800 beds) $30. 02. District Court Building 60. 03. School buildings (6 years at $54 million) 324. 04. New police headquarters 14. 05. New (6) police precinct station houses 4. 06. Fire houses (replace 5; 3 new) 12. 0

Total 444. 0
7. Public Health:

Northwest Community Health Center 5. 0District of Columbia General Hospital improvements 10. 0

Total 15. 0
8. Youth:

Receiving home (new) 5. 0Training school (4 cottages) 6. 0
Total 11. 09. Playground and recreation buildings and pools 36. 0

10. Libraries:
Branches (replace 3) 1. 17 new branches 10. 0

Total 
11. 111. Blue Plains sewerage treatment facilities 1 204. 0

12. Transportation (6 yrs.):
Highways and traffic 3. 8Highways 

61. 6Motor vehicle parking . 3W.M.A.T.A 143. 8
Total 

209. 513. Higher education facilities: 2 Federal City College and WashingtonTechnical Institute 200. 0
Total 

 3 1, 130. 61 $204 to 8355.2 Not included in District of Columbia figures as these are projected to be shifted to Federal programs.1,130.6 to 1,281.6.

The following loan schedule was submitted by the District Govern-ment in June 1970, with the following explanations:
Column (1) indicates the total loans authorized to the Districtof Columbia by fund.
Column (2) indicates the total loans appropriated to theDistrict of Columbia.
Column (3) indicates the projected amounts actually usedby the District through fiscal year 1970.
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Column (4) indicates the estimated loans still available to
the District of Columbia as of July 1, 1970. These loan balances
would be used to complete funding for capital outlay programs
still in process as of that date. The amount of funds needed
to complete those projects is indicated in column (5), and it
is the intention of the District to borrow against the remaining
loans to complete the projects now in process. When this is
done this will leave the District with remaining loan balances
as indicated in column (6). These balances would be available
to fund fiscal year 1971 projects. Based upon the District's
fiscal year 1971 capital outlay request of $209 million, the re-
maining loan balances as indicated in column (6) would not be
sufficient to fund that request. In addition, the District would
not have any funding available for capital outlay programs in
future years.
In the case of the highway fund and the sanitary sewage

works fund the schedule indicates negative balances, which
means that current loan availability does not exist to fund
capital outlay programs already approved for those funds.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT STATUS OF LOAN PROGRAM PROJECTED TO JUNE 30, 
1970

[In thousands of dollars]

Loans

Loan
balances

remaining
after

Projected Remaining required provision

Authorized Appropriated loans loans for existing for existing

Fund loans loans withdrawn available programs programs

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

General 1404, 800 350,722 212, 800 192, 000 2 124, 000 67, 600

Highway 85, 250 85, 250 85,250  19,100 (19, 100)

Water 35, 000 35, 000 28, 800 6, 200 4, 200 2, 000

Sanitary sewage works 32, 000 32, 000 20, 275 11,725 17, 900 (6, 175)

Metropolitan area sani-
tary sewage works_ _ _ _ 3 25, 000 25,000 24,700 300 200 100

Total 582, 050 527, 972 371, 825 210, 225 165, 800 44, 425

1 Authority established based on 6 percent formula concept for general fund. Authority esta
blished in other funds by

specific legislation.
2 Excludes consideration of rapid rail transit since authority for financing this program has be

en provided for by special

legislation.
3 50 percent of this program is to be maintained by the Federal Government.

53-071 0-70 2
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT AMORTIZATION SCHEDULE FOR OUTSTANDING LOAN BALANCES
BY FUNDS

Fund, date of payment

Amount
borrowed
through

June 30, 1970

Annual payment

Principal Interest Total

General:
July 1, 1971 $199,800,000 $2,402,668.26 $12.610,083. 90 $15, 012,152. 16July 1, 1972 3,080,545. 08 11,500,572. 79 14, 581,117.87July 1, 1973 3,252,612. 59 11,323,505.28 14, 581,117.87July 1, 1974 3,434,742. 54 11,146,375. 33 14, 581,117.87July 1, 1975 3,627,548. 18 10,953,569.69 14, 581,117. 87Highway:
July 1, 1971 84,050,000 1,575,099. 23 3,891,085. 46 5,466,184.69July 1. 1972 1,752,552.83 3,615,810. 99 5,368,363.82July 1, 1973 1,831,129.51 3,537,234. 31 5, 368,363. 82July 1, 1974 1,913,346. 66 3 ,455,017.16 5, 368,363. 82July 1, 1975 1,999,379.50 3,368,984. 32 5, 368,363. 82Water:
July 1 1971 29,300,000 707,230. 44 1,040,680. 54 1, 747,910. 98July 1, 1972 765,837. 65 978,020. 86 1, 743,858. 51July 1, 1973 794,801. 70 949,056. 81 1, 743,858. 51July 1, 1974 824,933.21 918,925. 30 1, 743,858.511 uly 1, 1975 856,283. 35 887,575. 16 1, 743,858. 51Sanitary sewage works:
July 1, 1971 15,975,000 331,178.96 655,027. 69 986,206. 65July 1. 1972 350,772. 67 634,758. 57 985,531.24July 1, 1973 365,892, 51 619,638. 73 985,531.24July 1, 1974 381,678. 92 603,852. 32 985,531. 24July 1. 1975 393,162. 19 587,369.05 985,531.24Metropolitan area sanitary sewage works: 1
July 1.1971  12,350,000 162,173. 02 482,340. 10 644,513. 12July 1, 1972 169,276. 09 474,586. 67 643,862. 76July 1, 1973 176,146.64 467,716. 12 643,862. 76July 1. 1974 183,299. 35 460,563.41 643,862.76July 1 1975 190,746. 02 453,116.74 643,862.76

1 Represents 50 percent.

SUMMARY OF DISTRICT'S PRESENT BORROWING AUTHORITY

(In millions of dollars]

Authorized Used

For capital improvements (increased from $250,000,000) 402,854 402,854Highway fund 
85,250 85,250Water fund 
35,000 35,000Sanitary sewage fund 
32,000 32,000District of Columbia stadium 19,800 19,800Rapid transit 

Total 
166,500  

741,404 574,904

Source: D.C. Government, budget and executive management, September 1970.

SECTION 104—PERMITS AND FEES FOR SELF-
UNLOADING TRUCKS

Section 104 provides a category of special revenue-producing fees tobe charged by the District of Columbia for permits to operate heavy,self-unloading trucks, and requires such fees to be deposited in theHighway Fund.
The need for the legislation is two-fold: first, to allow the truckingindustry to use the more efficient and heavier equipment available toit, i.e., trucks of as much as 65,000 pounds gross weight, and,second, to reimburse the District for the increased wear and tear suchheavy equipment produces on its streets and bridges.The District of Columbia now issues special hauling permits for self-unloading trucks up to a gross of 49,000 pounds. The fee for thesespecial permits is $28.00 a year per truck and is charged pursuant to
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the authority contained in section 5-316 of the District of Columbia

Code. This authority limits the fee charged to the administrative

expense of issuing such permits.
Under this bill, the yearly fees for permits would be increased (1) for

trucks in service prior to July 1, 1970, at staggered rates, depending on

the truck size, from $380 to $680; and (2) for all trucks placed in service

after July 1, 1970, a fee of $680.
The D.C. Government estimates that these fees will produce

$300,000 per year in revenues to the Highway Department.
Although the District has the authority to raise the maximum

allowable weight above the present 49,000 pounds gross weight limit,

the District does not have authority to charge a revenue-producing

fee the proceeds of which could be used for general highway purposes.

The need for this additional authority is apparent. The growth of

the city has been marked by a trend to deeper excavations for new

buildings. Deeper excavations mean more truck trips. More ton miles

per truck mean lower excavation costs; hence the economic growth and

revitalization of the District would be encouraged if larger trucks

could be used to haul the spoil from excavations. Subway construction

also will necessitate the excavation and removal of vast amounts of

earth to be hauled over our city streets on its route to final disposal.

The larger truck loads could cut down on the number of truck trips

and would result in a reduced unit cost of excavation.
The D.C. Highway Department has advised your Committee that

the most common type of self-unloading vehicle sold in the United

States is generally capable of carrying a gross weight of at least 65,000

pounds on three axles. There is no doubt that this heavy weight will

make it necessary to repair or replace bridge decks and streets more

frequently than has herotofore been the case. Further, road test project

in Illinois, conducted by the American Association of State Highway

Officials, has demonstrated that a reduction in pavement life occu
rs

from an increase in axle loading. As the loads on axles increase, the

deterioration of the road surface accelerates correspondingly.

The provisions of Section 104 place the financial burden of the

additional maintenance and repair expense upon the principal
 cause

by providing for a revenue-producting permit for self-unloading truc
ks

and, as stated, requires such fees to be deposited in the Highway Fun
d

to meet general repair and maintenance expenses.

TITLE II—MISCELLANEOUS TAX MATTERS

SECTION 201—TEXTILE RENTAL TAX

In the first session of this Congress, amendments to the Dist
rict of

Columbia Sales Tax Act placed a 2% tax on service charges on 
laundry

processing and similar services. As to rental of textiles, deci
sion was

reached to continue the 4% tax on the purchase of textiles for
 rental

use but to exempt textiles so used from the 2% tax on the proc
essing

service charges.
In re-examining laundry and similar services to determine 

potential

for additional revenues, the Committee found that the indu
stry within

the District of Columbia was in a very unfavorable compet
itive posi-

tion with companies located in Maryland and Virginia 
because of

escalated wage minimums imposed by the District. District 
companies,
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faced with very substantial wage differentials with a $1.80 wage, are
forced to compete with a $1.45 wage in Maryland, and with the in-
dustry in Virginia where there are no minimum wage rates for such
services.
The amendment proposed by this section will remove the 4% tax on

textiles for rental use and place a 2% tax on the cost of processing
textiles (now exempt), which will return to the District considerable
additional revenue, estimated at approximately $200,000 dollars.
In studying this problem, your Committee likewise found that much

of the rental textile business in the District was under contract with
companies located in Maryland and Virginia. Although the District
has a user tax which might be levied against textiles purchased for
rental use in other jurisdictions but used in the District of Columbia,
the process of collecting this tax is extremely cumbersome and it
appears doubtful that any substantial revenue is received from that
source. By eliminating the tax and substituting the 2% tax on servicing
of rental textiles for the first time, additional tax revenues will be
received.
The amendments to the sales tax act carried in this bill accomplish

(1) the repeal of the exemption from the sales tax of textiles purchased
for rental use; (2) the application of a 2% sales tax on the servicing
or processing of rental textiles used in the District of Columbia.

SECTION 202—TAX STATUS OF NONPROFIT
CHARITABLE ORGANIZATIONS

Section 202 of the bill merely clarifies the status of certain real
property that is exempt from taxation in the District of Columbia.
The section would amend section 1 of the Act of December 24, 1942
(56 stat 1029 ch 826) that defined privately-owned, non-profit insti-
tutions which because of their religious, charitable, educational, and
scientific activities in the District were permitted to operate without
the burden of real estate taxation. Specifically, subsection (h) of sec-
tion 1 of that Act exempted buildings belonging to and operated by
institutions which are not organized for private gain and which are
used for purposes of public charity principally within the District of
Columbia.
In the intervening years since 1942, the Federal government through

various of its housing programs has in effect encouraged the formation
of certain non-profit corporations organized to provide housing to
certain groups by extending loans to such corporations through
various subsidy programs. These subsidy programs vary somewhat
depending on the Federal enactment but include such programs as
long-term construction or renovation loans at rates substantially
below market, that is at a rate of 3% as opposed to a rate of 8% or
higher which prevails in the marketplace. Other forms of these pro-
grams include interest subsidies from the Federal government which
may reduce the effective rate of interest paid by such institutions on
their loans from an effective rate of 8% to approximately 1%. There
are other rent supplement and reduced mortgage insurance rate pro-
grams which, either individually or in combination with the programs
mentioned above, subsidize these institutions.

Several reasons may be given as to why these institutions do not
now, nor were ever intended to, come within the exemption of section
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47-801a(h). First, section 2 of the 1942 Act was designed to
 provide

that such portions of the buildings and grounds owned by ins
titutions

granted exemption under the Act, when such are not properly
 entitled

to exemption, should be taxed. In other words, where a rent o
r income

of any character is derived from any building or any portion
 thereof,

or grounds, belonging to such institutions or organizations
 for any

activity contrary to the purpose for which exemption is gra
nted, then

such property shall be assessed and taxed.
Also, since 1942, there have been considerable changes in t

he types

of non-profit institutions which may be organized and op
erate in the

District of Columbia, and some of these are said to pro
vide certain

tax advantages to their individual organizers or their s
uccessors in

interest, either immediately or some time in the future.

In addition, charters of other institutions are said to
 permit the

institution or its organizers to form and operate for
 a period as a

non-profit charitable institution, but after the life of th
e mortgage or

other Federal subsidy program, permit the charter to
 be amended so

as to eliminate the non-profit charitable aspects. Conte
ntions are also

made in discussing these institutions to the effect that th
ey hold prop-

erty as an investment, building up equity, and ther
efore one must

look beyond the institutions' present charter and by-
laws to determine

exactly what their purpose is. Further, it is said that 
these institutions

often adopt interim measures that depart in part o
r in whole from

their stated or alleged basic purpose as a charitable e
nterprise because

of the very nature of their investment.
Certainly it is the determination of this Committe

e that the Con-

gress in providing long-term housing subsidy progra
ms in substantial

amounts did not intend that this would have the
 effect of reducing

the tax base in the District of Columbia. Moreover, it 
should be pointed

out that under several of the programs mentioned in
 the amendment

to section 47-801a(h), there is provision in the amoun
t of loan made

to the qualifying institutions for an amount to 
cover the real estate

taxes assessed against such properties during the per
iod of construction

or renovation (a period during which presumably 
the institution would

not be realizing any income from the property) ; thu
s illustrating the

intent of Congress that these institutions should n
ot be exempt from

local real estate taxes. Yet, the Committee has 
determined that a

conservative estimate of the loss of the potential
 tax revenue from

institutions whose properties come within the 
amendment contained

in section 202 is well over $1 million.
The need for this clarifying amendment to the Dis

trict of Columbia

Code is illustrated in part by the colloquy which t
ook place during the

Hearings on these revenue proposals between th
e Chairman of Sub-

committee No. 4, Congressman Don Fuqua, an
d the Chairman of the

D.C. City Council, Honorable Gilbert Hahn (
at pp. 158-159):

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Hahn, there are a number 
of nonprofit

housing corporations that have been formed 
to take advan-

tage of various housing programs funded by HU
D and other

federal programs. It is my understanding that
 some of these

organizations have appealed for tax exempt
 status as far

as real property is concerned. Is this having 
any impact .on

the revenues for real property in the District o
f Columbia?
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Mr. HAHN. I am not as familiar with that as I might be.
I would only mention that several weeks ago, when I got
into the question of a certain number of real estate taxpayers
who were delinquent in paying their taxes, we found that
the Linda Pollin project about which there has been much
in the newspapers, claimed they were not paying their real
estate tax because they were applying for a congressional
exemption.
I would suppose most of these institutions should be tax-

able and should be paying their taxes.
Mr. FUQUA. It is my understanding that in April of 1969

the Board of Equalization and Review reduced the taxes on
this property; the assessed value was reduced from $960,175
to $112,869, and a total tax reduction from $28,805.26 to
$3,498.92. They are now delinquent on the $3,000.
Mr. HAHN. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. I was not

aware of the reduction. Indeed, the subject of assessment and
equalization is one that has been a brooding omnipresence
the whole time. We receive charges all the time that this part
of the city is not being properly assessed as compared to some
other.
Mr. FUQUA. I know of no other community that grants

property tax exemptions for these type organizations.
Mr. HAHN. You told me something I didn't know and I

will look into it and report back to you.
Mr. FUQUA. I think it would be very beneficial because if

this is permitted for one, certainly there will be others to
follow, and others formed.
Mr. HAHN. There is no question about it.
Mr. FUQUA. I can see it would be to the advantage of every

property owner to get off the tax rolls, and this would have a
serious impact on the revenues of the District of Columbia
and your tax base.
Mr. HAHN. I would agree.

The District of Columbia is faced with an ever-increasing necessityfor additional operating funds. At the same time it is faced with thesituation as expressed by Commissioner Washington in testimonybefore the Committee where the "District is scraping the bottom ofthe barrel" to find sources of revenue to meet its operating expenses.A large part of the operating funds, insofar as the District of Columbiais concerned, come from taxes imposed and collected by the localauthorities from the owners of private property. If the District is tomeet the many demands placed upon it for operating funds, allsources from which taxes might ultimately be collected, such as realestate assessments, must be utilized.
It is important that the District of Columbia should know with

certainty what to expect by way of the collection of real estate taxrevenue and the contribution that will make to the funds needed bythe City for its maintenance and operation. In litigation currentlypending in the local courts, the District of Columbia Governmentmaintains that section 47-801a(h) as it now reads does not exemptproperty held by a non-profit housing corporation. But if, as appears,there is a scintila of uncertainty now existing with respect to entitle-
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ment of the privilege of tax exemption as to properties held by certain

of these non-profit institutions, that uncertainty should be laid to

rest. The passage of this bill, incorporating as it does section 202, will

accomplish this end both retrospectively and prospectively.

SECTION 203—ThX EXEMPTION FOR PROPERTY OF THE

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF ARCHITECTS FOUNDATION

PROVISIONS

The principal provisions of section 203 of the bill H.R. 19885, as

amended, are as follows:
1. The real property located at the northeast corner of Eighteenth

Street and New York Avenue, N.W., described as lot 36 in sq
uare

170, and belonging to the American Institute of Architects Fou
nda-

tion a non-profit corporation organized under the laws of t
he State

of New York, shall be exempt from taxation by the D
istrict of

Columbia with respect to taxable years beginning after Jun
e 30, 1969.

2. The furniture, furnishings, and other personal property
 located

in any improvements on this real property are also e
xempt from

D.C. taxation.
3. These tax exemptions shall prevail so long as the

 property is

owned by the Foundation referred to, is used in ca
rrying on the

purposes and activities of the Foundation and not for a
ny commercial

purpose, and so long as the Octagon House, the main 
building located

thereon, is maintained by the Foundation as a h
istorical building

and made accessible to the general public, at re
asonable hours, and

without charge or fee of any kind.

BACKGROUND

The Octagon House formerly belonged to the A
merican Institute

of Architects, a non-profit professional organizati
on incorporated in

1857 under the laws of the State of New York. Under 
this ownership,

the Octagon House property was exempted from Distri
ct of Columbia

taxation by an Act of Congress (Private Law 84-86
1, approved

August 3, 1956). In 1968, however, the property was a
cquired by the

American Institute of Architects Foundation. This Foun
dation was

incorporated under the name of the American Architectura
l Founda-

tion on January 8, 1943, in the State of New York; and 
on February

25, 1960, the name of the Foundation was changed to The A
merican

Institute of Architects Foundation, Inc. This Foundation's s
ole pur-

pose in acquiring this property was to preserve and maint
ain the

Octagon House as a historical landmark in the public interest.

The following extract from the deed transferring title to 
the

Octagon House property from the American Institute of Architec
ts

to the American Institute of Architects Foundation, under date of

September 24, 1968, sets forth the limitations and restrictions 
to

which this transfer was made subject:
TO HAVE AND HOLD the said land and premises, with the im-

provements, easements and appurtenances, unto and to the use of said

party of the second part, in fee simple determinable, subject to the fol-
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lowing limitations and restrictions, which limitations and restrictionsform an essential part of the consideration for and upon which thisdeed is executed and accepted to wit:
SO LONG AS the historic Octagon House, now standing uponthe premises, is maintained in a good, safe and sound condition andthe said house and premises are used, maintained and preserved asan example of fine architecture of the date of its original ownership(1798-1828) and as an historic structure, museum and monument,the said house and premises to be used only for such purposes.It is expressly agreed that if the party of the second part, its suc-cessors, or assigns, or anyone holding or claiming by, through or underany of them, shall violate the limitations and restrictions herein setforth, or any of them, then and in that event the estate herebycreated shall immediately be and become null and void, and all right,title, interest and estate in the subject premises hereby conveyed shallimmediately revert to and be revested in the party of the first part,its successors or assigns, which shall be seized as of its former estateherein as if these presents had never been executed.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION1. The Problem,
Under the laws of the District of Columbia, an exemption from tax-ation cannot be transferred to a new owner of the subject property.Hence, the acquisition of this property by the American Institute ofArchitects Foundation in September of 1968 placed the property backon the D.C. tax rolls as of the beginning of fiscal year 1970.Accordingly, in October of 1969 the Foundation was sent a bill forDistrict of Columbia real estate tax on this property in the amountof some $8,562.99, for fiscal year 1970. The Foundation requested per-mission to defer payment of this tax, pending the outcome of theireffort to obtain exemption through an Act of Congress. However,while the D.C. Finance Office, in view of the circumstances in the sit-uation, was inclined to grant this request, the Foundation elected topay the bill instead, indicating that they were doing so under protest,and that they would seek a refund of this amount if and when thelegislation referred to became enacted into law. Routinely, the Foun-dation has again been billed for the amount of this property tax forthe current fiscal year 1971.

2. The American Institute of Architects FoundationThis organization is purely philanthropic in character. The fol-lowing section from the Foundation's bylaws presents the purposesfor which the organization was incorporated.

SECTION 2 : PURPOSES
The purposes of the Foundation shall be to solicit, receiveand expend gifts, grants and legacies, to provide architec-tural scholarships, establish professorships, and assist archi-tectural, eductional and research projects; to establishawards, prizes and medals for meritorious work; to providefor the disseminating of literature and information of useand advantage to the profession of architecture and the artsand services allied to it; to assist by cooperation and associa-
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tion in any activity that shall result in the improvement of
the profession of architecture; and to do all of this without
pecuniary profit.

While this Foundation and the American Institute of Architects are
separate corporate entities, there is some degree of organizational re-
lationship between them. For example

' 
the bylaws of the Foundation

state that the Board of Trustees of the Foundation shall consist of not
more than fifteen Trustees, of whom not less than six shall be corporate
members of the American Institute of Architects. Further it is stipu-
lated that the Secretary and the Treasurer of the American Institute
of Architects shall be Trustees of the Foundation throughout their
terms of office in the Institute. Thus, the enactment of this proposed
legislation will amount in principle to a mere transfer of tax-exempt
status from one organization to another very closely allied to it, even
though technically an entirely new tax exemption is provided.

Since acquiring this property, the American Institute of Architects
Foundation has raised approximately $450,000, which it has spent in
restoring the Octagon House, carefully preserving its original.

i 
. archi-

tectural integrity and enhancing its historical significance. '
The Foundation is listed in the Cumulative List of Organizations

described in Section 170(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 as
being exempt from Federal taxation under Section 501(c) (3) of the
Internal Revenue Code.

3. The Octagon HOU8e
The Octagon House, a registered National Historic Landmark, was

designed for Colonel John Tayloe by Dr. William Thornton, first
architect of the U.S. Capitol. Construction was started in 1798, and
work on the building with its graceful and unusual design lasted for
two years. The construction was occasionally inspected by George
Washington who, however

' 
did not live to see its completion in 1800.

The mansion immediately became a center of official and non-official
social activities, and among its many prominent visitors were Madi-
son, Jefferson, Monroe, Adams, Jackson, Decatur, Webster, Clay,
Lafayette, Calhoun, and their ladies.

Social activities stopped when the War of 1812 threatened and
finally engulfed the nation's new capital. At that time, the French
Minister Serurier was living in the Octagon, and his presence may
have influenced the British to spare the house while leaving  the

President's Mansion a fire-gutted ruin on August 24, 1814. When

President Madison returned from McLean, Virginia, he accepted

the offer to use the Octagon House. He moved into the mansion during
September of 1814, and for almost a year Dolly Madison reigned as

hostess of the Octagon. It was here that Madison ratified the Treaty
of Ghent on February 17, 1815, establishing peace with Great Britain

which endures to this day.
After the death of Mrs. John Tayloe in 1855, the mansion changed

hands several times and was allowed to deteriorate: In 1889, it was
first suggested by several members of the American Institute of Archi-

tects that the old mansion would make a suitable headquarters for that

organization. On January 1, 1899 the Institute's Board of Directors

took formal possession of the Octagon and moved the AIA headquar-

ters from New York City to Washington, D.C.
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In 1902, the AIA purchased the rehabilitated mansion, along withthe original stable, smokehouse and garden. In 1940, a new head-quarters building was erected along the eastern line of the property,enclosing the garden and adjoining the stable which was later con-verted to a library. Occupancy of the new headquarters of AIA wasdelayed until 1949, since the new building was leased to the govern-ment during World War II. When the AIA finally moved from theOctagon House, long-deferred repairs and some partial restorationwere made.
Ownership of the Octagon was transferred to the American Insti-tute of Architects Formation in 1968, to facilitate maintenance andoperation of the mansion as a registered Historic Landmark for theenjoyment and education of future generations. Based on extensivehistorical research, further restoration was undertaken the followingyear to strengthen the structure and to return the house as nearly aspossible to its original state. Old materials, including brick and wood,were saved and reworked, and the architect even atempted to matchthe exact color of the original paint.
The Octagon House was reopened in January 1970, and guestsmay now tour the rooms, view the exhibits, and enjoy the garden.The mansion's importance is two-fold. First, it is an excellent pieceof period architecture designed by one of the three great architectsof the new Federal city. And historically, the Octagon House is im-portant because of the part it played in establishing peace with GreatBritain and in the early life of the capital as a meeting place for manyoutstanding individuals who helped shape the future of our country.The Octagon House located at 1799 New York Avenue, N.W., isope weekdays except Mondays, free of charge.

COMMITTEE AMENDMENT
The Committee's amendment to this section is merely to correcta printing error, so that, not only will the property be exempted fromD.C. taxation in the present and future fiscal years, but also theFoundation will be entitled to a refund for the tax which they paid,under protest, for fiscal year 1970.

CoNcLusioNs
Your Committee feels strongly that the continuance of the taxexempt status of the Octagon House property, in the ownership ofthe American Institute of Architects Foundation, is entirely justified.It is our opinion that the citizens of the District of Columbia and ofthe entire nation are fortunate in having this fine historic landmarktaken over, restored, and operated without fee for visitors, and thatthis entire operation is very much in the public interest.For these reasons, your Committee is pleased to submit this pro-posed legislation, which will exempt this property from District ofColumbia taxation as long as it belongs to this Foundation and alsowill qualify the Foundation for a refund of the tax which they paidfor fiscal year 1970.

COMMISSIONER'S LETTER
The following is the letter, from the Commissioner of the Districtof Columbia, under date of July 11, 1969, expressing his approval of
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this proposed legislation as it was originally introduced on April 21,

1969.

Hon. JOHN L. MCMILLAN,
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia, U.S. Hou

se of Representa-

tives, Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. MCMILLAN : The District of Columbia has for re
port H.R. 10364,

91st Congress, 1st Session, entitled A Bill "To exempt
 from taxation certain

property of the American Institute of Architects Foundat
ion, Incorporated, in

the District of Columbia."
The purpose of this bill is to exempt from taxation the propert

y now known for

assessment and taxation purposes as Lot 841 in Square 170,
 and formerly known

as Lot 833 in Square 170. Title to the property heretofore owne
d by the American

Institute of Architects has changed and is now held by th
e American Institute

of Architects Foundation, Incorporated. The change in ownersh
ip is the reason

underlying the introduction of this bill because the property 
does not qualify

for exemption under the provisions of the 1942 general exemp
tion act.

The property was originally exempted by Private Law 861, 84t
h

Congress, 2d Session, which was approved August 3, 1956, and is 
now

being maintained and operated by the successor corporation i
n the

same manner as provided for in Private Law 861 that is, as a
n his-

torical building known as the Octagon House open to the gener
al pub-

lic without charge. Since the Congress previously concluded to
 exempt

the above-referred to property from taxation, the District, 
for this

reason, does not oppose the enactment of H.R. 10364.

The assessed value of the land for the fiscal year 1970 is $2
70,133.00

and the improvements are valued at $15,300.00, for a tota
l valuation

of land and improvement of $285,433.00. The revenue loss
 to the Dis-

trict in real property taxes is $8,562.99. It is impossible 
to estimate

the loss to the District of personal property taxes since
 the personal

property located in the Octagon House and the value t
hereof are sub-

ject to changes.
The Bureau of the Budget has recently advised the 

District of Co-

lumbia that the aforementioned report is deemed by the
 Bureau to be

local in nature, and requires no action on the part o
f the Bureau.

Sincerely yours,
THOMAS W. FLETCHER,

Assistant to the Comnisisoner •

(For Walter E. Washington, Commissioner) .

SECTION 204—COMPUTATION OF DE
PRECIATION

ALLOWANCES

Certain provisions of Title VI of the District of 
Columbia Revenue

Act of 1969 (October 31, 1969, Public Law 91-10
6, Title VI, 83 Stat.

177) were adopted in the interest of conforming 
District and Federal

income tax law, including the computation o
f allowances for

depreciation.
The provisions of the 1969 Revenue Act amendin

g the requirements

for computation of depreciation deductions for 
District Income and

Franchise Tax purposes did not give sufficient 
consideration to the

specialized situation of certain taxpayers who h
istorically have used

different methods of computing depreciation for 
Federal and Dis-

trict income tax purposes. No transitional rules we
re included in the

1969 Revenue Act to achieve conformity in the a
mount of the remain-

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE,

Washington, D.C., July 11, 1969.
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ing tax basis for depreciable property in cases where such differingdepreciation methods had been employed. By specifying the appropri-ate transitional rules. Section 204 of HR 19885 clarifies the intentof Congress in the 1969 Revenue Act with respect to the provisionsbringing District depreciation practices into conformity with Federalpractices without introducing inequities.As amended by the District of Columbia Revenue Act of 1969, thedepreciation provisions of the D.C. Income and Franchise Tax Actof 1947 (D.C. Code Sections 47-1557b and 47-1583e) simply specifythat for District purposes the "basis used in determining the amountallowable as a (depreciation) deduction . . . shall be the same basisas that provided for determining the gain from the sale or otherdisposition of property for Federal income tax purposes under theInternal Revenue Code of 1954." Literal application of this language,without giving consideration to accumulated differences between Dis-trict and Federal tax reporting, where such differences exist, woulddeny taxpayers the opportunity to claim deductions for the fullamount of depreciation applicable to their property investments; thiswas not the intent of Congress in the 1969 amendments to the Districtof Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act.The choice of one tax depreciation method against another methodis basically a question of the timing of the depreciation deductions.(The so-called "accelerated" depreciation methods result in higherdeductions in earlier years and lower deductions in later years ascompared with the "straight-line" depreciation method which resultsin level depreciation deductions over the life of an asset.) The aggre-gate amount of the tax deductions over the life of the asset shouldbe the same regardless of the method employed.The proposed amendment to Section 47-1557(a) (7) of the Act rec-ognizes this by adding a transitional provision to accomplish thisresult. In cases where a taxpayer has historically claimed Districtdepreciation deductions which were less than the corresponding Fed-eral deductions, with the result that the taxpayer's remaining District"basis" is higher than the corresponding Federal "basis", the sub-stitution, for District purposes, of the lower Federal "basis" will beaccompanied by a deduction for the amount of such reduction in"basis" applicable to property held at the date of change, with theproviso that such an adjustment may be made over a period not toexceed 10 years as agreed upon by the taxpayer and the Commis-sioner. This approach to dealing with the adjustment is in accordwith the provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 for dealingwith such adjustments arising from changes in accounting methodsand practices. This amendment applies only to depreciable propertyused in a trade or business.
In achieving equity for affected taxpayers by adding these trans-itional provisions, this amendment should not adversely affect Districtrevenues since, as previously noted, it involves only the timing oflegitimate depreciation allowances.

TITLE III—MEDICAL AND DENTAL SCHOOL SUBSIDY

Pl7RPOSE

The purpose of this Title, as amended, is to assist private nonprofitmedical and dental schools in the District of Columbia, through
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Federal grants for fiscals years 1971 and 1972, in their critical financial
needs for those two years in meeting the operational costs required to
maintain quality medical and dental educational programs and to
increase the number of students in such institutions, as a necessary
health manpower service to the metropolitan area of the District of
Columbia.
The schools affected by this legislation will be the George Washing-

ton University Medical School and the Medical and Dental schools
of Georgetown University.

PROVISIONS

The principal provisions of this Title are as follows:
1. The Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare is authorized

to make grants to the Commissioner of the District of Columbia, in
an amount not to exceed the minimum necessary to achieve the pur-
poses of this title and in no event may such a grant in any fiscal year
exceed the sum of (1) the product of $5,000 times the number of
full-time medical students enrolled in private nonprofit medical schools
in the District of Columbia, and (2) the product of $3,000 times the
number of full-time dental students enrolled in private nonprofit
dental schools in the District.

2. Authority is provided for the appropriation of $6.2 million
for fiscal year 1971, and of such sums as may be necessary for fiscal
year 19721 to make the above-mentioned grants.

3. Provision is made regarding the filing of applications by the
D.C. Commissioner to the Secretary of HEW for these grants in-
cluding the authority of the Secretary to require such determinations
and assurances as he may deem necessary to assure proper disburse-
ment of and accounting for the funds involved.

4. Provision is made for the method of determining the numbers
of students as the basis for establishing the maximum amounts of the

grants.
5. Grants from the Secretary of HEW to the Commissioner may be

paid in advance or by way of reimbursement, with appropriate adjust-
ments for overpayments or underpayments previously made.

6. In assessing the needs of the several schools, the Secretary of

HEW shall take into consideration any grants made to these schools

under section 772 of the Public Health Service Act (42 USC 295f-2) ,

relating to financial assistance for schools in need of aid in meeting

their costs of operation.
7. The Commissioner of the District of Columbia is authorized to

make grants to private nonprofit schools of medicine or dentistry in

the District. These grants shall involve only those funds included in

the grants authorized in this title from the Secretary of HEW to the

D.C. Commissioner.
8. Provision is made regarding the filing of applications by the

schools to the D.C. Commissioner for these grants, including the au-

thority of the Commissioner and the Secretary of HEW to require

such content, determinations, fiscal control and accounting procedures,

and access to the schools' records as may be deemed necessary to assure

proper disbursement and accounting of such funds.
9. Grants from the D.C. Commissioner to the schools may be 

paid

either in advance or by way of reimbursement, with appropriate
 ad-

justments by reason of previous overpayments or underpayments
.
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10. In determining the financial needs of the medical and dentalschools, the D.C. Commissioner shall take into consideration anygrants made to these schools under section 772 of the Public HealthService Act (42 USC 295f-2).

BACKGROUND
The entire structure of medical education in the United States isfacing difficult and threatening financial problems today. In fact, allhigher education in the nation is confronted with grave financial diffi-culties. The problems of medical education, however, are particularlyacute. Medical education has always been the costliest element ofhigher education, because of the integral laboratory and clinical careactivities involved. These high costs have now been compounded bythe price-wage inflationary spiral which has been advancing at a ratein excess of 6 percent per year.
In•addition, the rapid advance of science and medical technologyhas changed profoundly the character of medical education, as it hasthat of medical care and health services. Thus medical science has be-come increasingly complex, and the processes of diagnosis and therapynow encompass a vast array of technical services, powerful drugs,and increasingly complicated techniques. And as these changes haveadded to the cost of medical care, so also have they added to the costsof medical education.
Furthermore, medical education now embraces a wide range of tasksand responsibilities. Once confined to the limited task of educatingthe future M.D., it now encompasses major research programs, gradu-ate education in both the basic and clinical sciences, and a growing re-sponsibility for patient care and community service. This process ofgrowth has been accomplished by extensive changes in the basic finan-cial support base for these institutions. For the better part of thepost-war period, national concern with the solution of major diseaseproblems funneled Federal support flowing to medical education intothe single function of research. This increase in Federal support forresearch took place at a time when the role formerly played by foun-dations, private support sources, and other philanthropy in support-ing medical education was diminishing in magnitude.At the same time, the medical schools were being asked to greatlyexpand their educational functions in the production of M.D.s andother health professions, and to extend their capabilities in the com-munity health scene. Recently, because of budgetary pressures of theViet Nam war, national efforts to control inflation and shifting pri-orities on the national scene have resulted in a substantial turn-downin the flow of research funds to medical schools which, heretofore, hadbeen their principal form of Federal support. While national pro-grams were initiated to expand the production of physicians, thesenew Federal programs have ignored the growing instability of thefinancial base of American medical education. This is the set ofproblems with which the entire medical school community is con-fronted today.
These trends have had their earliest and most serious impact uponprivate medical schools, because of their crucial dependence uponoperating income and endowment earnings. As a result of thesetrends, many of these private medical schools have now been brought
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to the very brink of financial disaster. The repeated deficits which the
y

have faced have forced them, in many instances, to use endowmen
t

capital to cover operating costs. The prospect of substantial cutbacks

in these private medical education programs and, indeed, even of clo-

sure of existing medical schools because of these financial problems,

has given rise to substantial concern on the part of many state govern-

ments for the private institutions within their boundaries.

In New Jersey, for example, the insuperable financial problems be-

setting one private institution led to its being transferred to state

ownership and operation. Many other states have enacted some form

of direct state assistance to the private medical schools within their

boundaries. Of the twenty-one states with private medical schools,

in fact, nine have now enacted some arrangement for direct support

of these institutions and three other states are presently considering

such arrangements.
In addition to these direct arrangements for the support of private

medical schools, twelve other states provide support for medical edu-
cation in other than their own institutions through some form of re-
gional educational compacts or, as in the case of Delaware, through
direct contracts with other medical schools.
Most of these state arrangements for support of private schools are

in the form of a payment per student to cover the annual operating

costs of his education. In Florida, for instance, the legislature pro-

vides a payment of $6,500 per Florida resident to the private school

where he is studying medicine. These funds are for operating costs

only. In Illinois, the arrangement provides for a contribution of $6,000

STATES PROVIDING SUPPORT FOR MEDICAL EDUCATION

IN OTHER THAN STATE INSTITUTIONS
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per student to cover operating costs. In Ohio, the payment is $5,100
per medical student. In Texas, the legislature passed legislation per-
mitting payment to Baylor College of Medicine of up to $17,000 for
each Texas medical student enrolled in that college.

-While some of the other states provide support at lesser amounts
per student, the general level is comparable to, if not higher than the
maximum of $5,000 per student payment proposed in this legislation
for the schools in the District of Columbia.
The following exhibit shows in some detail the prevalence of pro-

grams of state support throughout the nation for medical education
in vrivate medical schools.
'This same picture of financial difficulty applies also to the dental

schools throughout the nation. The fact that the United States today
is gripped by a genuine crisis in its efforts to provide continuing,
comprehensive, high-quality health services to its people is nowhere
more true than in the field of dentistry.
Presently, there is a serious shortage of dentists in this country,

ranging between 17,000 and 20,000; and recent HEW projections indi-
cate a shortage by 1980 of 56,600 dentists. In 1953, the ratio of dentists
to population nation-wide was 1 to 1,677. Today, the ratio is 1 to 2,100.
The 53 dental schools in the country are straining their resources

to the utmost to respond to the national demand and need for more
dental care. Total enrollment in dental schools increased from 13,580
to 16,008 during the past decade; and the number of graduates dur-
ing that period rose from 3,253, to 3,433.

There is a serious question, however, as to whether this intensifica-
tion of effort can continue. The dental educational system, like that of
medicine, is caught in the most severe financial crisis in its history.
Two dental schools . . . St. Louis University Dental School in St.
Louis, Missouri, and Loyola University Dental School in New Orleans,
Louisiana, have already collapsed under the fiscal strain and closed
their doors. When fully operative, these two schools produced more
than 130 new dentists annually.
In addition, your Committee is informed that at least six additional

dental schools, all of them private, may well be forced also to cease
operation for financial reasons in the near future.
The spiralling cost of modern dental education is such that the

dental schools of the nation estimate their unmet needs for the com-
ing fiscal year to be nearly $35 million. On a per student average, it
now costs a dental school some $8,400 to provide each student with the
necessary education, while it receives, in income per student from all
sources, some $3,000 less than this amount.
The financial crisis has been most severe for the dental schools

affiliated with private universities. It is significant that the two dental
schools named above which were forced to close were both private
institutions, and most of those now near failure are also private.
As in the case of the medical schools, this crisis in dental education

has led a number of states and jurisdictions to the realization that
they must be attentive to the needs in this area. Precedent now exists
whereby .a state or jurisdictional authority would provide to a dental
school within its purview, whether private or public, operating fundsin an amount based on an equitable formula derived from its enroll-
ment, graduates, and attendant educational expenses.
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PLIGHT OF THE LOCAL PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS

1. George Washington University School of Medicine

The George Washington University is filling a vital role in helping
supply the medical manpower needs of the District of Columbia and
of the Nation. At present, however, this role is imperiled by increas-
ingly inadequate financial support. While the Medical School has
made every effort to effect economies, its expenses have increased an-
nually as a result of a larger student body, the accelerated costs of
instruction, and the spiralling price of supplies, equipment, and over-
head.
The plight of this Medical School is one of increasing operational

losses. Despite extensive _measures to raise additional funds from all
sources, the school-op-erated at a critical loss of more than $1,900,000
for the academic year of 1969-1970. All its reserves have been ex-
pended, and the school is now using its unrestricted endowment prin-
cipal to cover deficits.
The projected costs for medical education in the George 'Washing-

ton University School of Medicine for 1970-71 are $18,444 per stu-
dent. With a deficit of $2,269,389, the per capita loss for each antici-
pated student during that year will be some $5,100. It is further esti-
mated that this educational deficit will remain well over $5,000 per
student yer year for the foreseeable future.
This Medical School has used every private financial source open

to it, and your Committee is assured that strenuous efforts will be
continued, to obtain these sorely needed private funds. In addition,
the present tuition rate of $2,000 per year is to be increased to $2,500
for the 1971-72 academic year, and to $3,000 the following year. There
is a limit, however, to how high the tuition rate can be raised. Schol-
arship and loan funds are already inadequate, and many well-quali-
fied students will find it very difficult to pay these higher tuition fees,
plus the additional expenses of room, board, books, and equipment
associated with their medical education.
The true cost components of the School of Medicine are administra-

tion, instruction, library, physical plant, and sponsored programs.
Teaching and scientific research are so interrelated in this school
that one could not exist without the other.
The following exhibit, which shows in detail the actual and pro-

jected income and expenses of the George Washington University
School of Medicine, for academic years 1967-68 through 1972—'73,
together with the past, present, and anticipated future deficits, pre-
sents this grim financial picture clearly.

5 3-0 7 1-7O3
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THE GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER SCHOOL OF MEDICINE-ACTUAL AND PROJECTEDINCOME AND EXPENSES BY ACTIVITY
[Fiscal years 1967-68 through 1972-731

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1972-72 1972-73

INCOME
Tuition 839, 323 866, 976 902, 760 950, 000 1, 152, 000 1, 364, 000Federal Sponsored
Programs 2, 398, 649 3, 141, 855 3, 080, 500 3, 088, 500 3, 080, 500 3, 080, 500Private Sponsored
Programs 757, 468 992, 165 972, 770 972, 770 972, 770 972, 770Gifts and Grants 668, 317 683, 850 734, 240 750, 000 800, 000 850, 000Endowments 172, 512 220, 662 222, 000 185, 000 132, 000 128, 000

Totals 4, 836, 269 5, 905, 508 5,912, 270 5,938, 270 6, 137, 270 6, 395, 270
EXPENSES

Administration 836, 566 1, 064, 745 1, 246, 113 1, 280, 407 1, 374, 590 1,450, 300Instruction 1, 937, 931 2, 165, 745 2, 432, 346 2, 647, 844 2, 842, 540 2,999, 140Library 111,304 133,290 141,700 161,138 172,995 182,530Physical Plant 297, 291 302, 000 340, 000 375, 000 402, 570 424, 760Federal Sponsored
Programs 2, 166, 568 2, 901, 019 2, 804, 600 2, 804, 600 2, 804, 600 2, 804, 600Private Sponsored
Programs 744, 541 955, 053 938, 670 938, 670 938, 670 938, 670

Totals 6, 094, 201 7, 521, 852 7, 903, 429 8, 207, 659 8, 535, 965 8, 800, 000
Number of Students 409 413 432 445 460 475DEFICIT ($1,257, 932) ($1, 616, 344) ($1, 991, 159) ($2, 269, 389) ($2, 398, 695) ($2, 404, 730)Cost per student $14, 900 $18, 213 $18, 295 $18, 444 $18, 556 $18, 526Deficit per student ($3, 076) ($3, 914) ($4, 609) ($5,100) ($5, 214) ($5, 062)

September 10, 1970.

The geographic scope of this school is demonstrated by the follow-ing exhibit, which shows that the 432 students enrolled during theyear 1969-1970 came from 35 states or territories, the District ofColumbia, and 12 foreign countries.
Geographical distribution of students in attendance at George WashingtonUniversity School of Medicine in 1969-70

Arizona   5 North Carolina  1California   35 Ohio   12Colorado     2 Pennsylvania   21Connecticut   20 South Carolina  1Delaware   3 Tennessee   1District of Columbia  17 Texas   3Florida   6 Utah     15,
Georgia   1 Virginia   _ isHawaii    2 Washington   17Idaho   4 West Virginia     1Illinois   3 Wisconsin   2Iowa   1 Virgin Islands   1Kentucky   1 Argentina     1Maine   2 Canada  1Maryland     61 Congo   1Massachusetts     16 El Salvador   1Michigan   4 Guatemala     1Mississippi   1 Haiti     2Montana     4 Honduras     1Nebraska   1 Kong Kong   1Nevada  1 Mexico   1New Jersey     58 Nigeria     1New Mexico   2 Portugal   1New York     75 Thailand   1
Entering class:

1966  
 991967  
 107

1968  
 111

1969  _ ___ 115

Total  432
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For the present academic year, the George Washington University
School of Medicine received more than 23 applications for each avail-
able place in the entering class. The faculty• of the school is acutely
aware of the shortage of educational opportunities in medicine for'
minority students, and the school encourages undergraduate minority-
students to prepare for and pursue a career in medicine. This is accom-
plished through summer fellowship programs in which these college
students work under the tutelage of teachers in the various depart-
ments of this School of Medicine.
It is well known that the faculty members of this school provide a.

variety of essential health services to the entire Washington Metro-
politan area. In addition, its graduates practice in every state in the
Union, in the military services, and in many foreign lands. The George
Washington University School of Medicine is truly a national as well
as a local health resource, and your Committee feels that it must be
maintained as such. We are advised, however, that unless additional
funds are made available, as provided in this proposed legislation, this
school will be unable after this year to continue its present educational
program. This, in our opinion, would indeed be a catastrophe, in view
of the 141 years of service of this fine institution as a distinguished
local and national health source of capable physicians.

Z. Georgetown University Schools of Medicine and Dentistry
The Georgetown University School of Medicine has both a national

and a regional character. Thirty-four states, the District of Columbia,
and the Territory of Puerto Rico were represented among its 471
students during the academic year 1969-70. There are no restrictions
or quotas whatever in the admissions process at this school with regard
to race, religion, sex, or geographic region.
The applicant pool for this School of Medicine has grown steadily.

For the class that entered in September 1969, there were more than
2,200 applications for the 121 places in the class. At the same time,
attrition in the student body has fallen steadily to a level of about 6
percent for the entire four years of medical education.
The curriculum at this school has undergone extensive reform.

Earlier clinical experience and more extensive learning opportunities
in ambulatory health services are among the innovations.
In the summer of 1969, in a series of faculty conferences and work-

shops
' 
the decision was made to increase the enrollment of the George-

town University School of Medicine by 75 percent in less than five
years. The class which entered last September numbers 175 students,
as compared to 121 in the previous year; and the class entering in Sep-
tember 1971 and each year thereafter will number 205. There were
3,200 applicants for the 175 places in the September 1970 class.
This same dedication to health service also pervades the George-

town University School of Dentistry, which also enjoys a nation-wide
reputation as a vital unit in the supply of dentists on both a regional
and a national basis.
Like the George Washington University School of Medicine, how-

ever, both the medical and dental schools of Georgetown University
are beset by a grave financial crisis. For the past three academic years,
including estimates for the year ending June 30, 1970, the deficit in
the School of Medicine has ranged up to some $3,300 per student, and
in the School of Dentistry the deficit per student has averaged more
than $1,600.
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The projected loss for the present academic year in the Georgetown
University School of Medicine is some $2,618,000 for a student body
of 523, or a deficit of $5,005 per student. For academic year 1971-72,
their deficit is projected at more than $5,000 per student, and for the
year 1972-73 the deficit estimate is $3,592,000 for a student body of
692, or a deficit of more than $5,100 per student.
In the School of Dentistry, the deficit per student is estimated at

some $3,327 for academic year 1971-72, and at $3,987 for the year
1972-73.
This financial picture is presented graphically in the two following

exhibits.

SCHOOL OF MEDICINE, GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY MEDICAL CENTER-ACTUAL AND PROJECTED INCOME AND
EXPENSE BY ACTIVITY

[In thousands]

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73

Income:
Tuition  $944 $1,053 $1, 135 $1, 200 $1, 500 $1, 900
Federal sponsored programs 5,974 5,759 5,400 6,080 6,712 7,219
Private sponsored programs 1, 740 1,960 2, 100 2, 000 2, 000 2, 000
Gifts 100 101 106 112 117 123
Endowment 112 168 178 187 196 206
Other 17 76 78 82 86 90

Total income _ 8,887 9, 117 8,897 9,661 10, 611 11,538

Expense:
Administration 1,372 1,348 1,390 1,692 1,828 1,928
Instruction 1,455 1,610 1,778 2,017 2,511 3,079
Library 43 43 60 83 95 105
Physical plant 497 502 522 1,240 1,432 1,632
Federal sponsored programs 5,505 5, 066 4, 767 5, 447 6, 079 6, 586
Private sponsored programs 1,542 1,762 1,800 1,800 1,800 1, 800

Total expense 10, 414 10, 331 10, 317 12, 279 13, 745 15, 130
Deficit 1, 527 1,214 1,420 2,618 3, 134 3,592

Number of students 453 464 471 523 609 692
Cost per student $22, 988 $22, 265 $21, 904 $23, 478 $22, 569 $21, 864
Deficit per student ($3, 371) ($2, 616) ($3, 015) ($5, 005) ($5, 146) ($5, 190)

September 10, 1970.

SCHOOL OF DENTISTRY, GEORGETOWN MEDICAL CENTER-ACTUAL AND PROJECTED INCOME AND EXPENSE BY
ACTIVITY

[In thousands]

1967-68 1968-69 1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73

Income:
Tuition $756 $868 $965 $1,013 $1, 100 $1,210
Federal sponsored programs 327 723 720 720 720 720
Private sponsored programs 50 50 50 50 505
Gifts 43 41 43 45 50 55
Endowment 24 25 32 33 35 37
Other 61 32 33 35 37 40

Total income 1,211 1,739 1,843 1,896 1,992 2, 112

Expense:
Administration 385 395 433 715 773 832
Instruction 521 542 595 756 920 1,259
Library 18 20 22 30 33 37
Physical plant 574 585 607 1,043 1, 122 1,223
Federal sponsored programs 286 649 646 646 646 646
Private sponsored programs 45 45 45 45 45

Total expense 1,784 2, 236 2,348 3, 235 3,539 4, 042
Deficit 573 497 505 1,339 1, 547 1,930

Number of students 393 398 413 441 465 487
Cost per student $4, 539 $5, 618 $5, 685 $7, 336 $7, 611 $8, 300
Deficit per student ($1,458) ($1, 249) ($1,223) ($3, 036) ($3, 327) ($3, 963)

July 1970.
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Georgetown Univerity also has done its utmost to assist itself in the

obtaining of funds to meet these spiralling cost of operation of its

Medical and Dental Schools. The tuition fee for students entering this

session in the Medical School is $2,600 per year and in the School

of Dentistry the tuition is now up to $2,500 per year. Student requests

for loans and scholarships far exceed the funds available, and these

high tuition charges undoubtedly work a serious hardship on the stu-

dents and their families.
The schools are exploring the role of new teaching technology, and

seeking to determine the most efficient use of their facilities. The fac-

ulty has redesigned the new student laboratories, at no additional cost,

to accomodate the great increase of students in the School of Medi-

cine. Also, they are experimenting with self-instructional audio-visual

devices, and exploring the role of programmed instruction in medical

education. Thus the faculty at this school are doing their utmost to

bring the escalating costs of medical education under control.
The matter of minority group admissions to these two schools has

received special attention. Individual contacts have been established

with premedical advisors at many predominantly black colleges and
universities. Representatives of the District of Columbia public schools

and the University have worked towards implementation of a pro-
gram directed at increasing the pool of applicants from the Metro-
politan Area of the District of Columbia.
As in the case of the George Washington University School of

Medicine, the Georgetown University Schools of Medicine and Den-
tistry are facing the grim likelihood of being forced to close their
doors unless some additional source of funds is made available to them,
as would be provided in this proposed legislation. This would mean
the cessation of operation of health manpower resources in the Metro-
politan Area of the District of Columbia that have enormous local,
regional, and national impact.

CONTRIBUTIONS OF THE LOCAL PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS TO THE
HEALTH OF THE WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

The health services rendered by these two great medical centers to
the hospitals in the Washington Metropolitan area are so essential that
the schools of medicine at George Washington University and George-
town University and the school of dentistry at Georgetown University
must be kept viable in the public interest.
The Georgetown and George Washington Universities have assumed

an impressive role in contributing to quality health care in this com-
munity. They have become involved in the problems of increasing both
the quality and the quantity of health care services, not only through
the provision of multifaceted University hospital service programs
geared to all income segments of its population, but also to the exten-
sion of the education environment into a number of community health
care institutions by affiliation.
Georgetown University's teaching faculty, house staff, and students,

for example
' 

are found in Arlington Hospital, Children's Hospital,
the Hospital for Sick Children, and the District of Columbia General
Hospital. In addition, Georgetown's speciality affiliation programs are
located in the Washington Veterans Hospital, Providence and Sibley
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Hospitals. In addition to these impressive institutional service com-
mitments, Georgetown University also has assumed responsibility for
operating the District Government's P Street Clinic for adolescent
mental health patients. This service is unique and serves to pluga
serious gap in the D.C. Department of Public Health's program which
otherwise would be unmet because of lack of staff. The Georgetown
University's School of Dentistry has similar involvement.
The George Washington University School of Medicine also is

making important contributions in the health professional area. This
University, with its teaching faculty, house staff, and students, has af-
filiation agreements with Columbia Hospital for Women, The Fairfax
Hospital, St. Elizabeth's Hospital, the Washington Hospital Center,
Children's Hospital and the District of Columbia General Hospital.
George Washington has also extended its educational programs and

speciality services throughout the community into the Walter Reed
Army Hospital, the Bethesda Naval Hospital, the Armed Forces In-
stitute of Pathology and the National Institutes of Health.
The George Washington University recently opened its impressive

Comprehensive Care Program. This service center is one of the few
of its types in the country and provides its patients from all income
levels with the highest quality of care available at the most economi-
cal rate.
These are some of the facts which illustrate the George Washing-

to University School of Medicine and the Georgetown University
Schools of Medicine and Dentistry's position as integral elements of
the health care system in the Washington Metropolitan Area. The
absence of curtailing of the services provided by these institutions
would seriously jeopardize both the quality of health care here at a
time when Federal Programs and public demands for health care
are increasing at a unprecedented rate.
By virtue of the services that these schools give to the Metropoli-

tan Area hospitals, they have become an essential health manpower
resource for the residents of the entire Washington Metropolitan
Area. Further, it should be noted that their staffing of the public
health institutions, especially at D.C. General Hospital, is a respon-
sibility which in most states is performed by state schools.
In terms of dollar service contributed by these Schools of Medicine

and Dentistry to the Washington Metropolitan Area the services
rendered by these Medical Centers, for which they do not receive
reimbursement, are greater than the amounts requested in this legis-
lation. One such program is the Medical Charities Program which
provides hospital and clinical care to indigent patients by the Medi-
cal School staffs of these Universities. In the fiscal year 1969, dollar
services were provided which cost millions above the amount that
was actually paid.

HEARINGS

Public hearings on this proposed legislation were held on August 12,
September 16, and September 19 of this year. Testimony in support of
the legislation was presented by spokesmen for George Washington
University, Georgetown University, the Hospital Council of the Na-
tional Capital Area, the Dental Society of the District of Columbia,
and the American Dental Association.
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COMMITTEE AMENDMENTS

The amendments to this Title adopted by your Committee do not
alter in any way the effect of the proposed legislation or its original
intent. The amendments do, however, serve to strengthen the role of
the Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare in assuring that the
grants authorized herein will be determined with proper regard to
the amount of Federal funds which the recipient schools will be receiv-
ing under the provisions of the Public Health Service Act, thus keep-
ing the assistance to these medical and dental schools in the District
of Columbia in proper perspective in relation to HEW's nation-wide
efforts in the way of assistance.

CONCLUSIONS

There is no question whatever, in the opinion of your Committee,
that the financial needs of the schools of medicine and school of
dentistry at George Washington University and Georgetown Uni-
versity are in such a critical status that unless additional funds can
be made available to them, the continued existence of these schools
and the great service which they render to society are seriously in
jeopardy.
The Universities themselves have exercised heroic efforts to obtain

operating financial support from private resources in order to stay in
existence. Despite these efforts, however, the financial operating re-
serves for medical and dental education at both Universities have
been exhausted in paying for past years' deficits. The schools are now
into endowment funds, which will be exhausted before this fiscal year
terminates.
Both Georgetown and George Washington Universities have re-

ceived excellent support from alumni and friends for capital funds.
For example, the George Washington University School of Medicine
raised $8.5 million in assets and pledges for its building fund. How-
ever, these schools are faced with a widening gap between income and
operating expense which they have been unable to close despite these
efforts.
This threat to the continued existence of these medical and dental

schools is a very real one. In 1964, George Washington University dis-
continued its school of pharmacy. And several decades earlier, George
Washington closed its dental school. In both instances, these decisions
were reluctantly reached because a reduction of expenses for dental
and pharmacy education was incompatible with the standards of ex-
cellence of this distinguished university, and the only alternative was
to eliminate these programs from the university's budget.
It is the opinion of your committee that the Federal Government is

the logical and proper source for the financial assistance which these
schools so direly need. These schools of medicine and dentistry pro-
vide vital health services and personnel far beyond the boundaries of
the District of Columbia. For example, the following exhibit shows
that, in June of this year, graduates of these three schools were ac-
tively engaged in medical and dental practice in every State in the
Union, in addition to Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia. It is
doubtful that any other schools of medicine and dentistry are thus so
truly national in character.
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Location of graduates of George Washington University School of Medicine,
Georgetown University School of Medicine, and Georgetown University School
of Dentistry, as of June 1970

Numbers
Alabama  
Alaska  
Arizona  
Arkansas  
California  
Colorado  
Connecticut  
Delaware  
District of Columbia 
Florida  
Georgia  
Hawaii  
Idaho  
Illinois  
Indiana  
Iowa  
Kansas  
Kentucky  
Louisiana  
Maine  
Maryland  
Massachusetts  
Michigan  
Minnesota  
Missouri  
Mississippi  
Montana  
Nebraska  
Nevada  
New Hampsire  
New Jersey  
New Mexico 
New York 
North Carolina  
North Dakota  
Ohio  
Oklahoma  
Oregon  
Pennsylvania  
Puerto Rico 
Rhode Island  
South Carolina  
South Dakota  
Tennessee   26
Texas  117
Utah   98
Vermont   19
Virginia   662
Washington   104
West Virginia   40
Wisconsin  53
Wyoming   6

64
11
63
4

834
62
473
46

1,008
316
72
31
36
91
34
17
19
26
27
52

1,096
570
105
43
41
10
15
6
91
41
890
92

1,695
110

204
95
98

666
92
162
46
9

Total   10, 308
As has been pointed out elsewhere in this report, in a substantial

number of the states in which there are private schools of medicineand dentistry, this same critical financial problem is being met byvarious arrangements for their direct support by state funds. Further,your Committee is advised that the maximum per student requestfor assistance to the medical and dental schools of George Washing-
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ton University and Georgetown University, in this proposed legisla-
tion, is within the average norm of legislatively appropriated funds
being granted to the private medical and dental schools elsewhere
by the states within which they exist. Thus, these Universities are
asking that the Federal government, in this instance in its role of a
state legislature with respect to the District of Columbia, take the
same action which these other states have adopted for the vital pur-
pose of assuring the continued operation of these indispensable
schools.
To reduce the matter to its simplest terms, there are only three

possibilities apparent to your Committee for these schools:
1. To close the schools because of lack of funds;
2. To have the schools become the possession of the District of

Columbia; or
3. To obtain funds from the Federal government in lieu of a

state government.
This Committee feels strongly that the first of these possibilities

is completely unthinkable, as the closing of these vitally needed health
manpower facilities would be a disaster for the medical services in
the District of Columbia. The medical manpower needs in terms of
physicians at D.C. General Hospital and several of the area health
centers in the District of Columbia are directly dependent upon the
continued existence of these sources of medical personnel; and also,
both schools render considerable service to the Metropolitan area
hospitals as well, both public and private. Therefore, the first possi-
bility must be excluded in view of the health needs of the District
of Columbia and the entire Washington Metropolitan area.
As for the second alternative, to have the District of Columbia

government assume the responsibility, in the role of a state govern-
ment, of the ownership and operation of the schools of medicine at
George Washington University and Georgetown University, as well
as the school of dentistry at the latter, does not represent a real solu-
tion at all, in the opinion of your Committee. These schools make
every effort to be of all possible assistance and service to the D.C.
Department of Public Health. To turn over the responsibility and the
financial requirements of these schools to the District of Columbia
government, however, would seriously further burden the District
of Columbia budget and, in the opinion of your Committee, would
actually be unfair since these schools are na.cion-wide in scope, and
region-wide in function and service.
Thus, we conclude that the third alternative, which involves the

enactment of this proposed legislation, is essential and represents a
fair and equitable assumption of responsibility on the part of the
Federal government toward these vitally needed schools, which
although located in the District of Columbia are far wider in their
scope of activity than the responsibility of the District government.
As is shown in the financial statements elsewhere in this report,

these local private medical and dental schools do receive some financial
assistance from the Department of Health, Education, and Labor
under the provisions of section 772 of the Public Health Service Act.
This program extends, of course, to all such schools throughout the
country. However, the statements refered to show clearly that the
amount of this assistance which is allocated to George Washington
University and Georgetown University falls far short of supplying
their current critical need.
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Your Committee is advised that the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare is currently conducting a thorough study of the
financial needs of the medical and dental schools throughout the coun-
try, and of means through which the Department may be able to pro-
vide the necessary assistance to keep these institutions in operation
with no lowering of their standards of education and service. The De-
partment is to report its findings and recommendations to the Con-
gress by July 1, 1971, and it is to be hoped that this may prove to
be the key to legislation which will enable HEW eventually to pro-
vide all necessary and proper financial assistance to such institutions
on a nation-wide basis. Should this be the case, then of course there
may be no need to extend the provisions of this Title of H.R. 19885
beyond fiscal year 1972, and it is entirely possible also that the amounts
of the grants authorized therein may be able to be substantially re-
duced below the maximum levels provided. At this time, however, the
members of your Committee recognize that an immediate emergency
exists in these particular schools of medicine and dentistry, for which
we can see no solution other than the provisions of this proposed
legislation.
We commend this legislation for favorable action, therefore, because

it will furnish the funds immediately needed, and thus will assure
the continued existence of these vitally important institutions at least
until such time as other provision may be made.

TITLE IV—FUNDS FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

SECTION 401—EQUAL SHARING OF LAND GRANT FUNDS
BY FEDERAL CITY COLLEGE AND THE WASHINGTON
TECHNICAL INSTITUTE

Sec. 401 of this bill would amend the District of Columbia Public
Education Act of 1968, (D.C. Code, Tit. 31, Sec. 1607) so as to add the
Washington Technical Institute, to the already-named Federal City
College, as an entity that shall receive the benefits of the Land-Grant
College Acts.
Since the passage of in 1968 P.L. 90-354 which amended the D.C.

Public Education Act by designating the Federal City College as the
land-grant college for the District, the Washington Technical Insti-
tute has not participated as a principal party with the Federal City
College in the sharing of land-grant funds Or in providing certain
land-grant activities for the District residents, contrary to the clearly-
expressed intent of Congress, and despite the explicit 'Statement of
Cooperative Participation betweent the Washington Technical Insti-
tute and the Federal City College in Land Grant College Programs"
entered into March 29, 1968 and appended hereto. That statement and
agreement between the two institutions was a condition precedent to
the approval of the land grant legislation by Subcommittee No. 5 ofyour Committee and by the full Committee. Without such agreement,
there would have been no such legislation.
Further, it is a fact that the Washington Technical Institute wasthe only institution named in the initial legislation and designated toreceive the benefits of the Land-Grant College Acts, and the FederalCity College was subsequently substituted for the reasons set forthin your Committee's legislative report in support of the bill whichbecame P.L. 90-354.
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The colloquy between Congressman Ancher P. Nelsen, sponsor of
the original legislation, and Doctors Randolph and Dennard, presi-
dents respectively of the Federal City College and The Washington
Technical Institute, with regard to the distribution of the Land Grant
funds, as discussed during the hearings of Subcommittee No. 4 in 
thisCongress, are quite pertinent and are submitted for the informa-
tion of the House:

(Excerpts from Hearings, Subcommittee No. 4, House
Committee on the District of Columbia, 91st Cong., 2d
Sess., on "Revenue Proposals", pp. 207-208,223)

Mr. NELSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to welcome
Dr. Randolph and Dr. Dennard to the hearings.

I hope that the formula for the Land Grant moneys has
been Worked out. Have you any comment on that, Dr. Ran-
dolph, because early in the stages of the Land Grant Bill
we were concerned about what kind of a division, and is it
fair and have we mutually agreed on a plan looking out
ahead?
Dr. RANDOLPH. The position of the Board and the position

of administration is that a method for sharing those funds
which the Department of Health, Education, and -Welfare
and the Department of Agriculture have indicated to us can
be shared is to be worked out between the College and the
Washington Technical Institute. That position still holds and
is still firm. I think our principal difficulty has been the
schedules of Dr. Dennard and myself trying to find the cor-
rect hour at which we can sit down and make those decisions.
Mr. NELSEN. Now, as with the Land Grant money nation-

wide, I think some of us sort of felt it should be more di-
rectly associated with a technical or vocational school, but
we found that under the law you had to route it through a
Liberal Arts college on down. I just want to make it very clear
that we want to be very sure that the Washington Technical
Institute, Vocational Education, gets generous consideration,
because I think this is an area that nation-wide we have found
we have neglected, training people in crafts, as industry is
just begging for the product of our schools. In fact, in our
own State -my son teaches in a vocational school or trade
school and that is their experience, so I just want to make
that observation.

*

Mr. FUQUA. Mr. Nelsen?
Mr. NELSEN. Yes;  thank you. I wish to welcome our very

competent -friend, Dr. Dennard, to the hearing and congratu-
late him on the job he has done. I want to comment about the
next to the last paragraph on- page 5. There is a lot of wallop
in that paragraph about what the Washington Technical In-
stitute seeks to do, and I commend the statement because I
believe it has done exactly that.
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LAND GRANT FUNDS

Now, you mentioned something about your not participat-
ing in the Land Grant funds, and I ask the question, why,
and what is your problem this year? Is it the budget in the
current year in which you are not participating?
Dr. DENNARD. I suppose the reason, Mr. Nelsen, is simply,

that, with the existing agreement between the two Boards,
as of today's date we have not been able to get together to
decide how much of the resources are going to be allocated
to the Institute for what purposes. I feel quite certain that
this can be done within the next week or ten days, but as of
today's date it just simply has not been done.
Mr. NELSEN. I see. It should be done in my judgment, and.

I hope it will be. Now, how are the Land Grant funds han-
dled in the States? Do they go to the State treasury to be al-
located or how is it handled in the States?
Dr. DENNARD. In the several States the State Legislature

usually designates which institutions would carry out what
functions and then the moneys go into the State treasury,
are either routed directly to the institution for the insitution
to invest them in governmental securities or they are invested
in governmental securities by the Finance Department of the
State, and the proceeds that accrue then go directly to the
institution for Land Grant functions.

The legislative history of P.L. 90-354, approved by 3 to 1 vote of
the House, setting forth the contemplated cooperative participation
which was to occur between the Washington Technical Institute and
the Federal City College in the land-grant college programs appears
in your Committee's Report No. 1465 90th Congress, 2nd Session,
House of Representatives. Pertinent parts thereof follow.

(Excerpts from House Report 1465, 90th Cong., 2d Sess.,
pp. 12-14)

THE FEDERAL CITY COLLEGE AS THE
LAND-GRANT COLLEGE

Similar legislation was introduced in the Senate to amend
the District of Columbia Public Education Act and to desig-
nate the Washington Technical Institute as the institution in
the District of Columbia to receive the benefits of the Land-
Grant College Acts. However

' 
it was established in the Sen-

ate hearings that the Federal City College, offering a 4-year
program, was presently developing a curriculum of courses
to be offered in September, 1968; that with its graduate pro-
grams and extension, the Federal City College would pro-
vide the broad base required to carry out the intention of the
Morrill Act and would be able to enter into necessary agree-
ments with the Department of Agriculture; and that to des-
ignate the Washington Technical Institute, having less than
a 4-year program, would run contrary to the long-established
public policy of designating 4-year institutions in the various
States as land-grant recipients. Therefore, upon the re,com-
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mendations of the Departments of Health, Education, and
Welfare and Agriculture, and of the Bureau of the Budget,
the legislation was changed to designate the Federal City
College as the land-grant college for the District of Columbia.
Your Committee concurs in this recommendation and the

reported bill so provides. However, your Committee was duly
concerned that the Washington Technical Institute partici-
pate in the land-grant programs to the extent possible. Since
the Institute was established in the District of Columbia
Public Education Act, which originated in your Committee
(Public Law 89-791, approved November 7, 1966, 80 Stat.
1426) , as a vocational and technical school to equip students
for useful employment in recognized occupations, it seemed
to your Committee only appropriate that the Washington
Technical Institute participate in the benefits of the land-
grant programs in order best to effectuate its vocational, tech-
nical, and occupational programs.
It was developed in your Committee's hearings that in

most States where only one institution is designated as the
land-grant college of the State, customarily such designee, by
agreement or practice, shares the programs of the land-grant
activities with other institutions in the State. To this end,
therefore, conferences were held between the Members of the
Committee and the administrative officials of the Federal
City College and the Washington Technical Institute to make
certain that there would be cooperation and understanding
between the two institutions as to sharing the land-grant
programs.
Testimony before the Committee affered assurances that

there was ample authority for cooperative arrangements
among the institutions under land-grant procedures, and
the following statement was made by the President of the
Federal City College:
Our sister institution, the Washington Technical Institute

would benefit also by having the Federal City College named
the land grant college. The Federal City College would enter
into a Memorandum of Participation with the Washington
Technical Institute, under which the Washington Technical
Institute would assume certain academic instruction and ex-
tension services in vocational and technical education. This
would assure minimum duplication of instruction at the two
public institutions. The Washington Technical Institute
would be involved heavily in instruction in engineering and
the mechanical arts. Other institutions could also be asked
to participate in programs in which they have special
strengths to contribute.

Subsequently, the Presidents of the Washington Technical
Institute and the Federal City College entered into a state-
ment of cooperative participation which is appended hereto
and made a part of this report.
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STATEMENT OF COOPERATIVE PARTICIPATION BETWEEN THE
WASHINGTON TECHNICAL INSTITUTE AND THE FEDERAL CITY
COLLEGE IN LAND GRANT COLLEGE PROGRAMS

The Federal City College shall annually, after receiving
appropriated land grant college funds, and income from the
Morrill Act, based on a plan agreed to by the two Boards,
share with the Washington Technical Institute in providing;
for young people and adults of the District of Columbia edu-
cational opportunities in certain disciplines associated with
extension service careers, community service careers, mechani-
cal arts, community development services and environmental
sciences.
A. In order to effect the sharing referred to above, the

following principles are established:
1. Since the Washington Technical Institute is the princi-

pal partner of the Federal City College in land grant activi-
ties, the Boards of Higher Education and Vocational Educa-
tion shall cooperate to assure that there shall be a maximum
participation of Washington Technical Institute in all these
programs to the extent either that its resources and capabili-
ties permit or that its resources and capabilities should be
developed to permit.

2. The Federal City College will cooperate with the Wash-
ington Technical Institute in Cooperative Extension Service
programs of the United States Department of Agriculture
as agreed to and funded by the United States Department of
Agriculture to the Federal City College.
B. The Boards and Administrations agree that:
1. Planning for periods of 3-4 years is essential.
2. Annually, plans will be cooperatively developed by the

Administrations.
3. Annually, and before the plans are submitted to the

United States Department of Agriculture and to the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, the Boards
will review the plans.

4. Annually, and before the plans are submitted to the
United States Department of Agriculture and the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare and after review
by the Boards, the Boards will approve the plans as follows:
(a) The Board of Vocational Education, that portion of

the plan to be conducted by the Washington Technical Insti-
tute.
(b) The Board of Higher Education, the entire plan.
5. This process will be repeated annually.
6. The Board of Higher Education would yearly, after 

income
from 

appropriated land grant college funds and 
from the Morrill Act endowment, transfer funds to the
Washington Technical Institute to carry out the plan as
approved by the Boards.
CLEVELAND L. DENNARD, FRANK FARNER,
President, President,
The Washington Technical The Federal City College.

Institute,
29 MARCH 1968
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As an illustration of the failure of the cooperative paticipation
contemplated by the House in P.L. 90-354, the routing of Fiscal Year
1970 HEW funds to the Federal City College, consistent with the
enabling legislation, was accompanied by a letter from the Assistant
Commissioner of the Office of Education, HEW, raising statutory
questions about the legality of the Federal City College sharing land-
grant funds with the Washington Technical Institute, inasmuch as
only the Federal City College is named in the legislation and caution-
ing the Federal City College that any sharing of funds would be
considered illegal. Notwithstanding the fact, as noted above, that a
statement of cooperative participation appeared in the House Report
accompanying the enabling legislation, the legal opinion found sharing
to be illegal and suggested corrective legislation be enacted if sharing
were to be effected. Any suggestion that the enforcement of any such
agreement, as entered into between the two schools, by civil action
should be taken would appear to be ill-advised. Accordingly, this
legislative oversight, as intended by P.L. 90-354, is corrected by this
legislation.

SECTION 402—EXEMPTION OF NON-PROFIT HIGHER ED-
UCATION INSTITUTIONS FROM D.C. USURY LAWS

The purpose of this section is to enable the non-profit higher edu-
cation institutions of the District of Columbia to participate in the 

institutions.
Several 

program of construction for higher education 
Several of these private institutions have a reservation of funds from
the Office of Education under this program and because of the 8 per-
cent interest ceiling in the District are unable to make a loan agree-
ment with a bank for facilities which are immediately needed. This
provision would enable such institutions to participate in the Office
of Education facilities construction program.
This section _permits non-profit higher education institutions in the

District of Columbia to borrow money at such rates as the institu-
tions may determine and be able to secure without regard to any
usury law. In addition, it is provided that such institutions may not
plead any statute against usury in any action.
This language is identical to an amendment which was added to

the D.C. Business Corporation Act in 1963 (77 Stat. 136 D.C. Code,
sec. 29-904 (h) ) , and simply provides added protection to lending
institutions which make loans to organizations which are exempted
from the application of the usury laws.
This legislation was requested by the District of Columbia Com-

mission on Academic Facilities, and would benefit the following insti-
tutions which are members of that Commission:

American University
Catholic University of America
Dumbarton College
Georgetown University
Immaculata College
Mount Vernon Junior College
Southeastern University
Trinity College

Your Committee approved and reported, and the Congress enacted
in this session similar legislation for the benefit of George Washing-
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ton University (Private Law 91-185, approved Oct. 22, 1970) , and
urges the same favorable consideration of Section 402 of the pending
bill, for the benefit of the other non-profit higher education institu-
tions in the District of Columbia.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Under existing law, whereas profit-making corporations do not
come under the purview of the District of Columbia usury laws,
non-profit corporations in the District are so restricted: Thus, the
universities and colleges named above, non-profit corporations located
in the District of Columbia, are not permitted to pay interest on loans
at rates in excess of the 8 percent maximum which, except for certain
statutory exemptions, is the legal rate for borrowing in the Districtof Columbia at the present time. It is a well-known fact, however,
that for a substantial period of time the prime rate of interest forborrowing has been in excess of this figure. As a result, these institu-tions now find themselves seriously inhibited in their ability to borrowmoney both on an open line of credit and upon security of land andimprovements.
Even where the Federal Government has made grants to such aUniversity, before it can actually obtain these grants, however, itmust first have expended that amount of money on its projects. Thatis, under the interest subsidy program the institution must secure aprivate loan, and the Federal Government contributes toward thedebt service thereon through an annual grant.
Hence, in order to qualify the University first must obtain a short-term construction loan, the interest rate on which currently runsanywhere from 10.5 to 12 percent, if indeed the University is for-tunate enough to find a lender. Or, if a college or University wishesto negotiate with a major insurance company for a mortgage loanwhich together with a Federal grant and loan already assured willenable them to build a badly-needed new building, such a loan simply-cannot be obtained at the present legal rate of interest in the Districtof Columbia. It is likely that this loan can be obtained only at an in-terest rate of approximately 10.5 percent.
Excepted from the provisions of Section 402 are the public-sup-ported institutions of higher learning in the District of Columbia,namely, the D.C. Teachers' College, Federal City College, GallaudetCollege, and Howard University. These institutions are fully sup-ported by funds appropriated by the Congress, derived from taxesor government borrowings, and hence they are not in need of floatingbonds for their relief as would be for the non-profit corporations ofhigher learning covered by the bill.

HIGHER EDUCATION

Your Committee is not unmindful of the testimony presented atthe hearings in support of the continued expansion of the institutionsof public higher education in the District of Columbia, but in the lightof that testimony, and revelations before and since the hearings, yourCommittee, to state it mildly, is greatly disappointed in the organiza-tional, administrative, and operational difficulties in particular at theFederal City College.

Ne.
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It was with a real sense of accomplishment that your. Committee,

and especially many individual members thereof, advocated, drafted

and supported the legislation (P.L. 89-791, approved November 7,

1966), which created in the District of Columbia the two new higher

education institutions and named them, viz, the 4-year Federal City

College, and the 2-year Washington Technical Institution. Great def-

erence was accorded all those in the educational field and in the com-

munity who appeared and presented valuable testimony which help-

fully guided your Committee in its labours.
And now, only 4 years later, your Committee finds. the 4-year Fed-

eral City College greatly disoriented, vastly disorganized, inade-

quately planned, and too often in disrepute in even an ordinarily

favorable press.
COST ESTIMATES

Based upon the latest ( Oct. 12, 1966) cost estimates available from

representatives of the D.C. government and other witnesses your Com-

mittee in the Enabling Act (P.L. 89-791) provided a $10 million au-

thorization and $40 million in borrowing authority. Annual operating

costs of $6.5 million were estimated for an enrollment of 6500 students

for the 2 colleges.
A recapitulation of the total capital costs of the 2 institutions, as

then presented to your Committee, is as follows:

Federal City College $17,800,000

Washington Technical Institution 16,000,000

Construction contingencies 2,200,000

Estimate of site acquisition (if purchase is required) 5,000,000

Total  40,000,000

In just 2 years of operation, however, the expenditures of operating

these 2 institutions have already more than doubled the estimates, and

in operating cost per student far out distanced the national average as

well as that of comparable public or community colleges in the WTash

ington Metropolitan Area.
Some significant figures gleaned from reports filed with the Com-

mittee and from testimony at the hearings follow:

COMPARATIVE FIGURES

Year

Federal City
College

Washington
Technical
Institute

Washington
Teachers
College

1969-70: Appropriations:
Operating $10, 874, 000 $4, 710, 000 $2, 497, 900

Capital 6, 861, 700 2, 250, 700  

1970-71:
Operating—requested 16, 695, 000 4, 875, 000 2,673, 000

Operating—appropriated 11, 600, 000 4,875, 000 2,673, 000

Pupil Costs:
1969-70 

2,651 3,109 1,006

1970-71 
3,277 2,967 1, 069

53-071-70 4
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HIGHER EDUCATION—OPERATING BUDGET-1971 FISCAL APPROPRIATIONS

D.C. Teachers College—approximate enrollment 2, 500Amount appropriated $2, 674, 000—$2,674, 000
Per student funding 2,500 $1, 069Federal City College—expected enrollment 3, 542Amount appropriated $11,600, 000=$11,600, 000
Per student funding 3, 542 $3, 277

The operating cost per student in Federal City College is nearly
three times (at $3,277) the cost per student in the D.C. Teachers Col-
lege ( at $1,069) . Why?

Significantly, as shown above, the Washington Teachers College,shows a more mature organization and administration. Regretfully
the newer institutions and those responsible therefor seem to have ig-nored, or failed to draw upon, the years of experience and achievement
of the very respectable Teachers College.

NEED FOR INVESTIGATION

Faced with incontrovertible evidence of the financial chaos, therecords deficiencies, the unsupported budgetary requests, and majordiscrepancies in reports to your Committee from various sources in.the District government and at the Federal City College, even prelimi-nary inquiries produced such unsatisfying and varying responses asto costs, budgets, students enrolled, and the like, that in the judgmentof your Committee there is real need for an immediate full-scalereview of the College.
Interestingly the District government independently has reached thesame conclusion and inaugurated its own "comprehensive study" ofpublic higher education in the District. The District's explanationthereof is set forth in the following memorandum and letter to yourChairman with regard thereto:

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

Memorandum

COMPREHENSIVE STUDY OF PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION IN
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

With the passage of PL 89-791 in November, 1966, Congressestablished two new institutions of public higher education inthe District of Columbia, Federal City College and Washing-ton Technical Institute. Prior to that date, the only publicinstitution of higher education in the city was the District ofColumbia Teachers College. The two new institutions are nowin their third year of operation. Washington Technical Insti-tute (WTI) has graduated its first class Federal City Col-lege (FCC) will graduate its first class in 1972. Quite asidefrom the problems normally associated with newly establishedinstitutions, our experiences have revealed serious organiza-tional, administrative and operational difficulties. These diffi-culties are generalized and have been experienced by membersof District government, of the institutions themselves, of the
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the city. Many of the problems derive from the language of

the enabling legislation and inadequate advantage planning

on a coordinated basis many of the problems can be attributed

to the general lack of experience in this arena of all con-

cerned in the endeavor. Such statements of the problem are

not to be construed as a disappointment with the progress of

the institutions, nor as a disenchantment with the experiences

thus far. They are, rather, a very natural outgrowth of in-

tensive efforts to satisfy a long-standing demand for public

higher education in Washington, within the constraints of

the political, social and economic realities of the District.

•The District of Columbia government is undertaking a

comprehensive study of the entire question in a cooperative

venture with the Board of Higher Education, the Board of

Vocational. Education, and the Board of Education, Colleges

and universities in the private sector are also cooperating in

the study. It is expected that the Comprehensive study will b
e

substantially completed by the end of fiscal year 1971.

The study will examine every phase of the public higher

education system. It will measure the demand for public

higher education, and will establish enrollment projections

from the present to 1985. It will develop a comprehensive

programmatic plan (degree offerings) for meeting the needs

of projected enrollment, and an optimum sequence in which

programs should be offered. It will relate the best means of

achieving flexibility of governance and efficiency of adminis-

tration. It will explore financial requirements and ways and

means of satisfying those requirements.
The study will present collated and analyzed data that will

permit policymakers to select the most rational matrix of de-

cisions to further the principles of public higher education.
Maximum use will be made of existing data. Whenever im-

plementation is advocated, the necessary back-up materials

will be included. The study will be made available to the Con-

gress upon its completion.

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
EXECUTIVE OK/10E,

Washington. D.C.. September 29,1970,

HOB. JOHN L. MCMILLAN,
Committee on the District of Columbia,
U.S. House of Representatives,Washington, D .0 .

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: During our recent discussions, you
expressed interest in Federal City College and its relative
responsibility for higher education in the District of

Columbia.
Some time ago, as a result of meeting to discuss budget

and other common problems, the governing college boards,
college presidents and District officials agreed on the need
for a cooperative, comprehensive study of higher education in
the District. This study will provide enrollment data for
Federal City College, Washington Technical Institute and
D.C. Teachers College, will analyze the course offerings of
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the three institutions and provide plans so that they will sup-
plement and complement each other, and will propose fund-
ing priorities to implement these programs in a logical se-
quence. It will also consider the relation of the public insti-
tutions with the private institutions in the District it will
look at the current "open door" admissions policy, and dis-
cuss alternative governing mechanisms.
When the study is completed and we have the results we

will be in a much better position to guide the growth and de-
velopment of the public institutions in a meaningful way.
The study is to be conducted by private consultants working
with city and college staff, and we hope to be under contract
by November. I will be happy to provide the findings of thisstudy to you when it is completed.
As you suggested, I am sending a copy of this letter to theother members of the Committee so that they may know ofthe scope and timing of this study.
Again may I express my appreciation for your continuedinterest in District affairs.

Sincerely yours,
GRAHAM W. WATT,

Assistant to the C ononissioner.
No greater indictment of the maladministration of the FederalCity College in particular is offered than the foregoing action of theDistrict of Columbia Government, now committed to the need forand effectuation of an intensive investigation and study of the prob-lems and difficulties which abound at the College. (No evidence hasbeen presented to your Comittee suggesting that the need for sucha study involves other than the Federal City College) .Even conceding obvious growing pains which any such new insti-tution might experience, it behooves the District government, and theBoard of Higher Education, to delve deep into the problems at theCollege and produce meaningful solutions, or else this College willfall apart at its seams even before its first class is graduated.

BOARD'S RESPONSIBILITY
Aside from the obvious derelictions and inefficient operations ofthe present administration at the Federal City College, certainlymuch of the onus should fairly be placed upon the Board of HigherEducation, as well as the Board of Vocational Education, whichwere created in PL 89-791 and given authority and responsibitilyover the Federal City College and the Washington Technical Insti-tute, respectively.
At the very outset, for example, the Board among its other powersand duties was charged with fixing the tuition to be charged studentsattending the College. Appropriate and succinct guidelines were pro-vided the Board in your Committee's report in this delegation to theBoard (H. Rept. 89-2294 of Oct. 12, 1966), as follows:
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(Excepts form H. Rept. 89-2249, 89th Cong., 2d Sess., on

"District of Columbia Public Education Act")

Powers of the Board:

4. Residence requirements. Title I specifies also the for-

mula for determining, for the purpose of payment of tui-

tion, whether or not a person registering to attend the

Federal City College is a legal resident of the District of

Columbia. This requirement is that the person shall be domi-

ciled in the District at the time of his registration and shall

have been so domiciled for at least 3 months immediately

prior thereto; or in the case of a minor, that his parents or

court-appointed guardian or custodian shall fulfill this same

requirement of domicile.

6. To fix tuition for students attending the college, with

the tuition charged to nonresidents being fixed as far as is

feasible in amounts which will approximate the cost to the

District of the services for which the charge is imposed.

Your committee is advised by spokesmen for the U.S. Of-

fice of Education that the experience in public colleges

throughout the country indicates that the operating expenses

of the Federal City College and the Washington Technical

Institute may be expected to amount between $900 and $1,000

per year per student. Based upon the estimated total enroll-

ment of 6,500 students for the two institutions together, the

larger of these figures would indicate a total annual oper-

ating cost of some $6.5 million. However, the collection of

tuition charges and fees will partially reduce this cost to the

District of Columbia.
Your committee feels strongly that the tuitions charged

for residents of the District of Columbia should be related to

tuitions being charged by other existing comparable commu-
nity colleges in the Washington metropolitan area. This

comparison should not be based upon tuition charges and fees

of State and private colleges and universities in the area.

7. Under the proposed bill, District of Columbia residents

of 3 months or more will pay only a tuition, comparable to

that charged to residents in existing schools of like character

in the Washington metropolitan area; in addition, of course,

they will pay the normal student fees required in any State-

supported institution of higher learning. (Emphasis supplied)

As to "residence" requirements, your Committee was advised that

(1) no investigation is made of the fact of District residence or other-

wise of a student applicant, and that (2) if, as generally prevails,

an applicant lists a Washington address, that suffices at the colleges

to establish his entitlement to the much lower tuition charges to resi-

dent students.
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Of much greater impact are the completely unrealistic charges as
fixed by the Board of Higher Education, completely at variance with
the guidelines, with those charged in other comparable community
colleges in the area, and for less than the average charges throughout
the country, as shown by the following charts summarizing same:
TUITION CHARGES IN FEDERAL CITY COLLEGE AND IN OTHER COMPARABLE COLLEGES IN WASHINGTON AREA

Cost per
College and residence status school year Full-time tuition Part-time tuition

Federal City College:
City resident 
Out of city 

Northern Virginia Community College:

$97.50
742.50

$32.501 per quarter____ $17.50-$27.50 per quarter.
$247.502 per quarter $107.50-$207.50 per quarter.

State resident 180. 00 $60 per quarter $5 per quarter-hour.Out of State 600. 00 $200 per quarter $17 per quarter-hour.Prince George's Community College:
County resident 300.00 $150 per semester $13 per semester-hour.State resident, but not Prince George's 660.00 $330 per semester $26 per semester-hour.Out of stage 1,200. 00 $600 per semester $52 per semester-hour.Montgomery College:
County resident 350. 00 $175 per semester $15 per semester-hour.State resident, but not Montgomery County___ 770. 00 $385 per semester $32 per semester-hour.Out of State 1, 000. 00 $500 per semester $42 per semester-hour.

$25 for tuition; $7.50 student activity fee.
2 $240 for tuition; $7.50 student activity fee.

..+•••••

AVERAGE CHARGES PER FULL-TIME UNDERGRADUATE RESIDENT DEGREE-CREDIT STUDENTS IN HIGHER
EDUCATION, 1968-70

Tuition and required fees
Year University 4-year 2-year Average

1968-69:
Public $420 $306 $140 $314Nonpublic 1,705 1,356 1,024 1,4431969-70:1
Public 447 329 148 332Nonpublic 1,822 1,447 1,111 1,5421970-71:,
Public 476 353 158 349Nonpublic 1,943 1,540 1,200 1,644

1 Figures are estimated for these years.
Source: H.E.W. Office of Education Publications.

SUMMARY OF BASIC UNDERGRADUATE STUDENT MEDIAN CHARGES FOR TUITION AND REQUIRED FEES IN
PUBLICLY CONTROLLED INSTITUTIONS, 1968-69

Level of institutions In-District Out-of-State

All institutions 
229 578Universities 
371 933Other 4-year colleges 303 6922-year colleges 
180  

Source: HEW Office of Education, National Center for Educational Statistics, Higher Education, "Basic Student Charges1968-69."

So while your Committee has not questioned and does not chal-lenge the "right to continue" the Federal City College, no more thandoes a parent care to disavow his own child, nevertheless in all frank-ness your Committee must admonish those responsible for or involvedin the College's present plight, to clean house and get on with thebusiness for which the College was created, or fail those in the Con-



gress and in the community who placed such high hopes in its

creation.
From the testimony and supporting figures presented at the hear-

ings, your Committee has drawn the following conclusions relating

to the operation of the Federal City College: 1) the school has be-

come bureaucratically top-heavy, as the ratio of .administrators to

faculty greatly exceeds that of the national figure; and 2) the per

student expenditure is also much higher than the national average,

with inadequate causes cited for the magnitude.
In the light of the foregoing, your Committee has earmarked no spe-

cial funds for the College, or for either institution—and it is not the

practice of the Committee to assume such prerogative—but leaves to

the Appropriation Committees the determination, based on all the evi-

dence, representations, and justifications before them, of the extent

to which the College shall continue to be funded.
It would seem advisable, however, that further funding for this

fiscal year be carefully scrutinized pending the District's study and

report thereof, due by July 1, 1971.

TITLE V—TRANSFER OF LORTON

PROVISIONS

This title provides that the correctional facilities operated by the

D.C. Department of Corrections in Virginia, known as the Lorton

Complex, together with all the functions, powers, duties, and records

with respect thereto, and the care and custody of the persons com-

mitted thereto, are transferred to the Attorney General of the United

States.
Incident to this transfer, the positions and personnel of the D.C.

Department of Corrections, other than medical, who are employed i
n

connection with these transferred functions, powers, and duties are

transferred to the Attorney General, with no loss of employmen
t

privileges and rights which they have at the time of the transfer. Th
e

medical positions and personnel affected by this transfer are trans-

ferred to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, also wit
h

no loss of employment rights and privileges.
Also, the property, unexpended balances of appropriations, and

other funds of the D.C. Department of Corrections which are used o
r

avaliable in connection with the functions transferred by this sectio
n

are transferred to the Attorney General, or to the Secretary of HEW,

as may be appropriate.
It is further provided that no contract for services or supplies

granted by the D.C. Department of Corrections with respect to the

Lorton Reservation shall be invalidated by the enactment of this sec-

tion; also, all rules and regulations promulgated by the D.C. Depart-

ment of Corrections with respect to Lorton shall continue in force

until amended or repealed by the Attorney General.
Provision is made also that persons who are inmates of the Lorton

Reservation on the day prior to the effective date of this proposed

legislation shall be subject to the same provisions and regulations

governing good time allowances to which he was subject prior to the

transfer. Also, such an inmate having work release privileges pur-

suant to D.C. law, shall remain subject to these same provisions until

his release from custody.
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It is provided also that such portion of the D.C. Correctional In-
dustries Fund as is reasonably attributable to the occupational pro-
grams of the Lorton Reservation shall be transferred to the Federal
Prison Industries Fund. Further, funds previously paid into the work
release trust fund by persons who are inmates and have been granted
work release privileges prior to the effective date, shall be transferredto the Attorney General; and collections made after the effective dateto inmates having work release privileges on that date, shall be made
by the Attorney General and disbursed. in accordance with the plandeveloped under section 7 of the D.C. Work Release Act. All otherfunds belonging to or held for the benefit of employees of the LortonReservation or inmates therein shall be transferred to the custody ofthe Attorney General.

i 
.

Provision s made also to preserve the present provisions of D.C.law with respect to the discharge and release of prisoners from theLorton Reservation, to parole of inmates, and to the sale of productsof the workhouse and the reformatory.
It is further provided that the cost of the care and custody ofpersons convicted of laws applicable exclusively to the District ofColumbia and committed to Federal penal or correctional institutionsshall be charged to the District of Columbia by the U.S. AttorneyGeneral. The amount to be charged each quarter shall be determined.by multiplying the average daily number of such persons in the insti-tution during that quarter by the per capita cost for all prisonersin that same institution for that quarter, excluding expenses of con-struction or extraordinary repair of buildings.
It is provided also that prosecutions for violations of D.C. lawswhich relate to violations in or affecting D.C. penal institutions, includ-ing Lorton Reservation, committed prior to the effective date of thissection, shall not be affected by this proposed legislation nor abatedby reason thereof. The penalties for such violations shall apply topersons convicted of such a violation occurring before the effectivedate.
The functions, powers, and duties of the D.C. Board of Paroleare transferred to the U.S. Board of Parole. This transfer includesall property, records, and unexpended balances of appropriations ofthe D.C. Board of Parole. This transfer includes also the positionsand personnel of the D.C. Board of Parole, who shall be consideredas continuous employees of the U.S. Board of Parole without breakin service. These transferred employees may be assigned to such dutiesas the Attorney General may deem appropriate, but without dimuni-tion of compensation or employment rights previously acquired.Persons employed by the D.C. Department of Corrections in connec-tion with counseling or supervision of persons paroled or mandatorilyreleased from the Lorton Reservation or the Women's DetentionCenter of the District of Columbia, are also to be transferred to theU.S. Board of Parole under the same conditions. However, personsemployed by the D.C. Department of Corrections in connection withhalfway houses or similar community-based facilities are not to beaffected by this proposed legislation.
It is provided also that this title shall not affect the validity of anywarant issued by the D.C. Board of Parole prior to its effective date.Further, the title provides that an officer of a facility of the D.C.
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Department of Corrections or any officer of the Metropolitan P
olice

Department to whom a warrant of the U.S. Board of Parole fo
r the

retaking of a parole violator is delivered, shall take such prisoner a
nd

return him to the custody of the Attorney General.
Finally, it is provided that the Director of the U.S. Burea

u of

Prisons may contract with the District of Columbia for the 
treatment

or supervision of youth offenders committed to the care of t
he Attorney

General by D.C. courts. With respect to such youth off
enders con-

victed in D.C. of violations of U.S. laws not applicab
le exclusively

to the District of Columbia, the cost shall be paid from the
 appropria-

tion for support of U.S. prisoners.
The provisions of this title are to become effective on t

he first day

of the sixth month following the date of its enactme
nt.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

EMPLOYEES' COMPLAINTS

For the past year or more, certain members of Cong
ress have re-

ceived numerous complaints from employees at the Lor
ton Complex

indicating that conditions in these institutions have d
eteriorated seri-

ously as a result of inept administration, and that emp
loyee morale

is at an all-time low as a result.
Specifically, these correctional officers have protested that

 adminis-

trative permissiveness has resulted in the prisoners, rath
er than the

officers, controlling the institutions. It is said that the pr
isoners vio-

late the regulations of the institutions with impunity a
nd wander

at will within the walls, and that the supervisory personn
el are more

inclined to accept statements made by an inmate than to 
credit con-

flicting testimony by an officer. These officers maintain that t
he pris-

oners take no interest in the job training programs which are
 offered

them, and refuse to do such simple chores as keeping the
 dormi-

• tories clean. Of course, this inactivity on the part of the pr
isoners

increases the disciplinary problems. They state also that there
 is a

lack of experienced leadership at the top level, and that new pers
onnel

are being employed with no background of experience in this fi
eld.

The correctional officers express concern also that outside pressur
e

groups such as the Civil Liberties Union, C.O.R.E., and the Hum
an

Relations Council are contacted by the inmates, and that certain 
top

city officials cater to these groups, with resulting harassment of th
e

officers by their superiors.
There seems to be general agreement among these employees t

hat

the institutions are top-heavy with supervisors but lacking in trained
,

capable correctional personnel. Their chief concern, however, is wit
h

management. Correctional officers and others have cited as example
s

of loose and incompetent administration, various types of misbehavior

on the occasion of visitors' day at Lorton involving whiskey, dope and

sex; specific instances of officers being beaten, stabbed, and even dying

as a result of wounds inflicted by inmates; frequent discovery of

knives on the premises, mostly fashioned from eating utensils • the

presence of guns and narcotics among the prisoners; and the making

of a fermented beverage by the inmates in the dormitories from vege-

tables, fruits, and sugar. The consensus is that while these conditions

may exist to some degree in all penal institutions, the administration
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at the Lorton Complex makes only desultory and ineffective efforts tocontrol or eliminate such problems. Further, they agree that there hasbeen no improvement in management within the past year.

S U BCOIVI MI I"). IX INVESTIGATION

In view of both the nature and the volume of these complaints, aSpecial Select Subcommittee of the House Committee of the Districtof Columbia felt compelled last year to investigate in depth the entireoperation of the District of Columbia Department of Corrections.This Subcommittee devoted more than four months of study and in-vestigation to this project, including eleven hearing sessions at whichall witnesses were sworn, and careful scrutiny of countless documents,papers, reports, and surveys. The overwhelming weight of evidenceresulting from this investigation substantiated the complaints raisedagainst the administration of these institutions by the employees andother persons referred to above in the Subcommittee's report (H.Rept. 91-850). Specifically, the findings of the Special Select Sub-committee, all supported by voluminous evidence, included thefollowing.
1. The proper chain of command from the Director of the Depart-ment to the lowest level of paid personnel is ineffective, because theDirector on occasions gives direct orders to personnel on all levels andprisoners themselves, without regard to intervening levels ofresponsibility.
2. The Director and his staff are not properly aware of develop-ments occurring within their areas of responsibility.3. Assaults on correctional officers by inmates have been too fre-quent, and in many cases might have been prevented by proper disci-pline of prisoners.
4. At times, when correctional officers have attempted strict en-forcement of regulations, they have been transferred to other duties.5. Escapes from the institutions have been all too frequent, andsome have apparently resulted from a lack of proper security measures.6. The use of narcotics is widespread, with little apparent effort onthe part of the administration to control it.7. The inmates at the Lorton Correctional Complex manufacture"moonshine alcohol" in copious quantities. Recently, one officer whosucceeded in locating and destroying such alcoholic beverages wastransferred to other duties and told that "he was making waves andthe prisoners did not like it."
8. Some prisoners selected to operate canteens within the institu-tions have been found to have shortages through misappropriationof funds or of inventory. One such inmate was recently found shortin an amount exceeding $1,200. He was released on parole the follow-ing day, however, and only limited efforts were undertaken to securerepayment.
9. The practice of homosexuality is widespread, and no effort ismade to segregate these deviates from other prisoners.10. No control or inventory is maintained of eating utensils usedin the institutions. As a result, many such utensils have been madeinto deadly weapons by the prisoners and have been used againstfell ow inmates and correctional officers.
11. The prisoners refuse to do even menial tasks, and threaten toriot if an effort is made to force them to do so.
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12. The institutions are dirty and ill kept, a situation which would
easily be corrected by the prisoners themselves under proper discipline.

13. With respect to hiring practices, there are no minimum educa-
tional requirements,a minimum hiring age of 18 years, and no charac-
ter or security investigation of applicants.

14. Promotions appear to be made on the basis of personal feelings

on the. part of the personnel officer and the candidates' immediate

supervisors, rather than through a true merit system. The escalation

and deescalation of the candidates' grade eligibilities on the Civil

Service registers appear to be manipulated at will.
15. The rifling, removal, and destruction of personal and other offi-

cial files appears to have been done at will, by both authorized and

unauthorized personnel.
16. Outdated and outmoded bookkeeping methods are maintaine

d

over various funds, with only "self-audits".
17. There appear to be no specific criteria for placing prisoners 

into

"work release" 
programs, 

and the incidence of escapes on the part of

such prisoners is quite high.
18. The morale of the paid personnel, and especially of the 

correc-

tional officers, is at an all-time low.
19. Complete inspections of the institutions are conducted 

very in-

frequently, although they are supposed to be done twic
e a month.

This laxity permits the presence of contraband of all
 types in the

institutions.
20. The training of personnel in general, and of correc

tional officers

in particular. is either extremely limited or nonexistent
.

21. Physical contact is allowed between visitors a
nd prisoners, at

which times contraband has been apprehended being 
passed between

them.
22. First offender prisoners are commingled with harden

ed or recid-

ivist criminals, there being no facilities available for an
y segregation.

23. The administrators of the institutions are inept, and la
ck proper

training and experience.
One obvious problem in the Lorton Complex is that 

the inmates

come largely from the poorer sections of the District 
of Columbia,

bringing with them many of the militant ideas and te
ndencies they

have learned in the inner city. A report prepared by a 
Temporary

Committee appointed by the D.C. Commisioner to investi
gate activi-

ties at Lorton, under date of November 18, 1968, states in 
part that:

Most of the inmates sent to the Lorton Complex come

from the economically deprived sections of the city; they ar
e

vocal and militant; they are accustomed to stated grievances

and they do not respect institutional authority.

CONCLUSION

In view of the above-cited preponderance of evidence obtained o
n

this subject, your Committee is of the opinion that the most 
practical

and effective means of restoring some semblance of order an
d disci-

plined operation to these institutions at Lorton is to transfer 
their

jurisdiction and operation to the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, as Title V

of H.R. 19885 provides. The inclusion of these institutions i
n the
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Federal system would bring the benefits of the broad background of
this system to the prisoners and the employees alike. Trained super-
visory personnel would replace those whose presence has brought only
permissiveness and chaos to these institutions. Also, inmates, from the
center city could be dispersed into penal institutions throughout the
country, so that the militants would no longer be concentrated in the
one institutional complex.
It is the view of your Committee that no individual in any penal

institution should be mistreated in any way. However, militancy on
the part of the inmates and permissiveness on the part of the ad-
ministrative personnel also have no place in an effective penal insti-
tution. Inmates cannot be prepared to re-enter society without first
being taught that society cannot exist without the observation of
rules which apply equally to all its members. This is the precept
which we are convinced is not being observed in the operation of this
Lorton Complex under the administration of the D.C. Department
of Corrections, and for this reason we advocate the transfer of this
responsibility to the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, for the benefit of all
concerned.

TITLE VI—MISCELLANEOUS

SECTION 601—OLD GEORGETOWN MARKET
REHABILITATION

In 1966, the Congress designated the Old Georgetown Market asa historic landmark in the District of Columbia and directed the Dis-trict of Columbia Commissioners to restore and rehabilitate the struc-ture for use as a public market. (Act of Sept. 21, 1966, 80 stat. 829,PL 89-600). This legislation authorized an appropriation of not inexcess of $150,000 to carry out the purposes of the Act.
Estimates as to the cost of the rehabilitation, available to the Houseand Senate District Committees, at the time the legislation was underconsideration ranged from substantially below to substantially abovethe figure of $150,000. In testimony before Appropriations Subcom-mittees for the District of Columbia, District Government officials haveinsisted that the sum authorized in the legislation was inadequatefor the purpose. In consequence, the Appropriations Subcommitteeshave not provided funds for the rehabilitation of the old marketstructure.
No new estimates have been secured, but it is beyond question atthis point that the increased cost of construction since the enactmentof the legislation make it impossible to accomplish the reconstructionof the building within the existing authorization of funds. The billamends existing law by striking the ceiling amount which may beappropriated, thus leaving the determination of the need of fundsto the Appropriations Subcommittees for the District of Columbia.

SECTION 602—HOURS OF INTERSTATE MOTOR
CARRIERS

The House Report 522 of the 89th Congress, accompanying H.R.8126, a bill amending the Minimum Wage Act (Act of Oct. 15, 1966—P.L. 89-684; 80 Stat. 962) in the District of Columbia (your Corn-mittee's report) , stated—
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The purpose of the bill is to amend the existing District of
Columbia Minimum Wage Law for women and minors, . . .
and extend its coverage to include men.

Your Committee finds that the interpretation made by the Commis-
sioner of the District of Columbia of the amendments in that Act, of
October 15, 1966 (P.L. 89-684) exceeds any intent of the Congress,
and is not supported by the most common and elemental rules of legis-
lative construction. Section 602 of this bill thus becomes a necessity
as an amendment to present law.
In 1935, the Congress enacted the Motor Carrier Act to facilitate

the growth of a healthy carrier industry in the United States, and to
establish such necessary regulations and supervision of the industry
as would provide for the maximum public convenience and for the
safety of the employees of the industry and to the persons and prop-
erty of the industry's patrons. In recognition of- the national char-
acter of the problem, and the constitutional authority in matters re-
lating to interstate commerce, the Congress set up certain provisions
subjecting interstate carriers to the rules and regulations as to hours
of employment and safety which would apply uniformly to all car-
riers engaged in interstate commerce.
In its legislative actions in 1966 on the proposed amendments to

the District of Columbia Minimum Wage Act, the Congress heard no
testimony, received no proposals, made no mention or suggestion,
that the Federal statutes relating to hours of employment for inter-
state motor carrier employees as then provided in the Motor Carrier

Act, should be amended or even considered for amendment.
In 1938, when the Congress enacted the Fair Labor Standards

Act (29 USC 201-209), it was again confronted with the problem

establishing hours of employment of persons crossing state boun-

daries in interstate commerce. Such employees differed from others

whose product flowed into interstate commerce although the individ-

ual did not depart from the boundaries of the state of employment.

The Congress, recognizing the need for uniformity of regulations ap-
plying to such interstate employees, provided that employees sub-

ject to Interstate Commerce Commission regulations as to qualifica-

tions and maximum hours of service be exempt from the hour pro-

visions of the Fair Labor Standards Act. The Congress, in its legisla-

tive action on the amendments to the District of Columbia Minimum

Wage Act of 1966, heard no testimony, received no proposals, and

made no suggestions in its recommendations, to repeal any part of

the Fair Labor Standards Act or otherwise alter the provisions in

that Act exempting certain employees of interstate motor carriers

from the provisions of the Fair Labor Standards Act. As finally en-

acted, the amendments to the Minimum Wage Act of the District of

Columbia stood as a local legislative enactment to be enforced in

conjunction with the provisions of national legislation previously en-

acted by the Congress.

LEGISLATIVE INTERPRETATION

Following the enactment of law, administrative officials must de-

termine what new authority and directives are added to any exist
ing

law. This requires bringing together all existing law related 
to the
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subject of the new Act. If the full text of all existing statutes maybe given meaning and implementation, the duty of the administrator
is to place such law into effect. Only in the event of contradiction
or ambiguity is there any need for examining the legislative history
and the intent of the Congress. While contradictions and ambiguitiesmay require legal inferences and suppositions in exploration of legis-
lative history to determine intent, never is there any legitimacy for
an inference or an assumption to set up a contradiction or an am-
biguity as a basis for examining legislative history to reach an in-
terpretation.
In interpreting the provisions of the Minimum Wage Act amend-

ments of 1966, District officials invented an ambiguity or a contradic-
tion by inferring that the Congress must have meant to do something
in relation to certain employees of interstate motor carriers because
there was nothing in the bill and nothing in the Committee Reports
relating to such employees. Having made the first inference, the
administrative agency and its counsel were compelled to pile inference
upon inference to make regulations which have been a basis for
harassing employers operating motor carriers in interstate commerce,
and encouraging litigation against employers who continue to oper-
ate their businesses in compliance with national and local wage and
hour laws as they have done for the preceding thirty years.

CONGRESS CONSISTENT IN LEGISLATIVE ACTION

A review of the legislation introduced in previous Congresses with
respect to the exemption for certain employees of interstate motor
carriers as provided in the Fair Labor Standards Act, indicates that
the Congress has been consistent in rejecting all suggestions for the
repeal of that exemption.
More specifically, related to the above observation and in connec-

tion with the District of Columbia Minimum Wage Act, it is worth
noting the very conclusive statement of your then Subcommittee
Chairman, the Honorable Abe Moulter, at the public hearings on the
then pending legislation March 18, 1965. (Hearings—Committee on
the District of Columbia, House of Representatives, 89th Congress—
Minimum Wage, page 43). The Committee Chairman stated as fol-
lows:

Congressman Multer ; Let's get it clarified on the record.
The Fair Labor Standards Act is the Federal statute that
applied throughout the country, generally speaking, to all
interstate commerce workers including those in the District
of Columbia. Neither the Multer bill (H.R. 648) nor the
Commissioners' bill (H.R. 6494) affects that in any way what-
soever, nor does it intend to. What it is seeking to do now,
either under the Multer bill or the Commissioners' bill, is
set a minimum?, for the men who are not now covered by any
minimum wage law in the District of Columbia. (Emphasis
supplied.)

This statement, and the complete concurrence in the statement by
Commissioner Duncan of the District of Columbia Government, shouldhave removed any question as to the modification of any provisionsof the Fair Labor Standards Act, including the exemption of inter-
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state motor carrier employees regulated by the Department of Trans-
portation. This is particularly true since an examination of the record
following all actions after that testimony either in the House or in
the Senate nothing appears in the record or in the legislation relating
to the repeal of the exemption in the Fair Labor Standards Act.

OPPOSITION ARGUMENT

The District agency and those opposing the pending amendment,
resort to glittering generalities in an effort to persuade by nonsequitur
that the Congress repealed the exemption in the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act relating to interstate motor carrier employees. The conten-
tion presented to your Committee was that of insisting that the in-
clusion of a char on page 2 of the House Committee Report No.
552 of the 89th Congress, accompanying the wage and hour legisla-
tion, showed the intent of the Committee to remove the exemption
for employees of interstate motor carriers. The chart was furnished
by the District of Columbia Government as an exhibit in connection
with its presentation of testimony. The heading on the chart in the
Committee report is essentially the same as that given to the chart
by the District of Columbia Government. The chart lists about 20
broad categories of employment such as "retail trade", "laundry",
and the like. Following each classification of employment is the num-
ber of employees in the particular trade with a heading indicating
potential coverage by the pending bill.
The chart, as prepared, had nothing more than the most general

applicability. In practically every category mentioned, numbers of
persons would be completely exempt from the terms of the bill. No

isuch notation is made. There s no reference to any exemptions in any
of the categories where exemptions were provided under the terms of
the legislation. There is no category specifically related to employees
of interstate motor carriers. The only category remotely related to
such employees was that entitled "Transportation, communication,
and utilities."

Representatives of the agency seized upon this category as proving
beyond doubt that interstate motor carrier employees were to come
fully under the provisions of the bill. Even this inference is shattered
by the fact that the only terms of the bill relating to any category of
transportation employees namely railroad employees, provided ex-
emption from the terms of bill.

FAIR LABOR STANDARDS ACT EXEMPTION HAS LIMITED APPLICATION

By the device of citing large numbers of employees generally and
without reference to the limited and specific types of employees ex-
empted under provisions of Federal law, the agency and opponents
of this amendment endeavor to make it appear as being related to a
numerically significant number of employees. The facts are clearly
to the contrary. The Fair Labor Standards Act provides an exemption
only for those employees with respect to whom the Interstate Com-
merce Commission has power to establish qualifications and maxi-
mum hours of service. This exemption in the Motor Carrier Act
(49 USC 304(a) (1) relates to the establishment of "qualifications
and maximum hours of service of employees, and safety of operation
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and equipment." The Department of Transportation (successor in
authority to the Interstate Commerce Commission) has found, and
the courts have concurred, that the exemption may be applied only to
those employees of the affected interstate carriers whose job duties
center on activities in a class of work defined as that of a driver,
driver's helper, loader or mechanic. (Pyramid Freight Corporation v.
Ispass, 330 U.S. 695; Levenson v. Spector Motor Company, 330 U.S.
649; Morris v. McComb, 332 U.S. 422.)
When representatives of Minimum Wage Board presented testi-

mony in opposition to the amendment, your Committee was asked
to believe and accept the Board's basis of calculation which referred
to the previously mentioned table of employees which indicated a
total of 23,977 employees under the heading of "Transportation,
Communication, and Utilities field." The agency representatives esti-
mated that 12,400 of that group would be affected by the bill. When
challenged as to the accuracy of its statements, the agency furnished
a supplemental statement indicating that only 2937 employees out of
the total of 23,977 were employed by "motor freight transportation
and warehousing employers." Even this figure is not refined to deter-
mine the total number of persons actually performing the specific
duties to which the exemption applies.
The restoration of the exemption as provided in the bill, does not

in any sense exempt all trucking employees engaged in interstate
activities. It merely restores the exemption for the limited categories
provided in the existing Federal law and in no way enlarges such
exemption. It might be noted that this exemption is a substantially
less broad exemption than is provided under the Act for railway
employees, the chief competitors of the trucking industry, which
exemption relates to all railroad employees.

INDUSTRY WAGES HIGH

Contrary to the impression of the Wage Board representatives testi-
fying on this amendment, employees involved in the industry are not
in the lower pay bracket. The employees of interstate carriers of
general commodities are covered by the terms of the National Master
Freight Agreement and its supplemental wage agreements. The cur-
rent minimum wage under these agreements is $4.43 per hour with a
recently negotiated increase amounting to $1.85 per hour additional by
1973. Local carriers, not a party to the union agreement, are com-
pelled by competition to pay wages reflecting the presence of the
Teamsters Union. An average wage of such truck drivers is now in
excess of $3.15 per hour.
It is interesting to note that the representatives of the Teamsters

Union testified in opposition to the removal of the Interstate carrier
exemption in May 1959 on the ground that "by changing the present
hours in over-time practices, wages of our members would be cut."
The witness was actually referring to take home pay, which commonly
is affected. where overtime rates applied beyond 40 hours, and in such
instances industry practices are to avoid situations where overtime
pay would be necessary.
Your Committee recommends the approval of the amendment to

negate the agency actions retroactively and to make effective a full
application of Federal statutes relating to a Interstate motor carrier

-40
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employees. This will restore the initial purpose and intent of th
e Con-

gress which has been misinterpreted and misapplied without 
legal

justification or valid economic purpose to the detriment o
f the eco-

nomics of the transportation industry in the District of C
olumbia. The

needs of business and industry in the District of Columbia for
 service

of Interstate carriers requires flexibility and precludes a 
standardized

work-week concept as would be imposed by the interpretation 
of the

Minimum Wage Board. Further if the standardized work 
procedure is

imposed it may substantially increase the costs to those being 
serviced

and further promote the exodus of business from the District 
of Co-

lumbia as to both the carrier and the user of the service. In such 
event

it means higher prices to the consumer without any real benefit 
to the

community.

SECTION 603—DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MINIMU
M

WAGE LEVELS

The provisions of section 603 of the pending bill are directed to meet

situations which have developed significantly and adversely to 
the

District of Columbia since the enactment of the Minimum Wag
e

Amendments of 1966. Your Committee wants to make clear at t
he

outset that nothing in the reported Section 603 amendment proposes

to roll back any rate of pay under the Minimum Wage Act where such

rate of pay has been made effective and employees have received the

benefit of such rate.
The Section 603 provisions are designed to bring into reasonable leg-

islative relationship the power delegated to the District of Columbia

Government and the authority of the Congress as delegated under the

Minimum Wage Act. Under existing law the Commissioner of the

District of Columbia has the unrestrained power, in concert with his

Minimum Wage Board or agency officials acting for him, to use the

authority of the Congress to set minimum wage rates at such levels as

they may determine. It is doubtful if in any other situation a com-

parable authority to use the legislative power of the Congress is

reposed in any other single individual.
The Fair Labor Standards Act, relating to the nation at large

' 
car-

ries the precise prescription of rates and formula as established by
the Congress. The administrator, of that law has no discretion or power

to raise wage levels above those set in statute. In contrast, the Com-

missioner of the District of Columbia or his delegee may set wage

levels at such rates as they determine, without reference to the impact

of such wage changes on the economy, on the business community, or

the impact of such rates in creating unemployment in the District of

Columbia.
COMPLAINTS TO THE CONGRESS

During the present Congress, increasing numbers of Members of

the House have advised your Committee of complaints received from

constituents about minimum wages "set at levels in excess of the Fair

Labor Standards rates by Act of Congress in the District of Colum-

bia." Some complaints were directed to what appeared to be prej-

udicial treatment by the Congress in setting a higher minimum wage

rate in the District of Columbia than was established by Congress

53-071-70-5
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for the rest of the nation. Other complaints appeared to involve theobjections of employers in the states, whose employees were dissatis-fied and were indicating 
i 
that higher minimum wage rates were ap-proved by the Congress n the District, and their employees felt theywere entitled to increase in their pay because of this fact. Your Com-mittee had no intent and did not foresee such a result at the time the1966 Minimum Wage Amendments were being considered. The effectis, however, that by the delegation given to the District of Columbia,the authority has been used to establish wage rates which the Con-gress acting directly, has not and undoubtedly would not otherwisehave established.

As stated above in this report, the purpose of the amendments tothe Minimum Wage Act of October 15, 1966 (PL 89-684; 80 Stat.962) was to extend the coverage under the then existing District ofColumbia Act so as to include men employees. And, as likewise quotedabove, it may be noted that it was not the intent of such amend-ments to order or circumscribe the provisions of the Fair Labor Stand-ards Act which applied to the District of Columbia as well as all Statejurisdictions. However, those employees engaged in purely local ac-tivities and therefore not subject to coverage by the Fair Labor Stand-ards Act were to have coverage along with other employees who weresubject to the rates prescribed in the Fair Labor Standards Act orunder the Minimum Wage laws of the District.

NEED FOR AMENDMENTS

The first paragraph of section 603 of the bill (H.R. 19885) is de-signed to make it clear that no increase in minimum wage rates maybe made by the Board unless a rate has been in effect for a period of1 year. In the amendments in 1966, it was the intent of the Congressthat wherever the Board set a new wage, that wage would remain ineffect at least one year prior to any change. It was considered that theundefined term "wage order" used in the bill alluded solely to a mat-ter of wages. When the intent of Congress was circumvented and
"wage 

was raised to the age.hcy, the Congress was advised that awage order" could be revised with or without an increase in wagerate. Further, that the one year provision was a limitation applyingto a wage order and not to a wage rate. Thus the Board was free tomake as many changes in wage rates in a given industry within theperiod of a year as it determined to make. As a result, employers inthe District of Columbia were faced with wage increases oftenerthan once a year in some instances, and in one industry there werefive wage increases within three years. The amendment in this billwould bring the stability intended by Congress, in the first instance,by prohibiting more than one wage increase within a year's time.Under existing law, determinations as to the desirability of initiat-ing a wage study as a prelude to a possible wage increase, is dependentupon the discretion of the Commissioner or his delegee. Once such de-cision is reached, an Ad Hoc Advisory Committee may be appointed,composed of three persons each representing employers, employee andthe public. The Commissioner or his delegee, after appointment ofsuch Ad Hoc Committee, may designate such numbers of persons fromthe agency as it desires and designate the Chairman. This system ofdesignation of representatives on the Ad Hoc Committee can result



67

in a Committee which completely over-balances the combined interest
of the public and the employer. The amendment proposed in the sec-
ond paragraph of section 603 of the bill provides for an Ad Hoc Com-
mittee composed only of three members representing each, the public,
the employees and the employers. This provides more nearly the bal-
ance in the committee which was the intent of the Congress.

MINIMMVI WAGE CEILINGS

Under the D.C. Minimum Wage Act, the Board asserts it may es-
tablish wages at any level desired without reference to any ceiling
minimum. Thus, without reference to the wages in the Washington
Metropolitan Region Marketing Area which includes the District of
Columbia, the Board may establish wage levels at $2, $2.50, $3.00 or
more without reference to surrounding economy. The Minimum Wage
Board claims this authority without any limitation.
The Congress has never granted such a power elsewhere. This power

has moved or is moving directly into an area of open abuse. Your
Committee recognizes the need for stabilizing the standards and pro-
viding some guidelines which will give adequate latitude for establish-
ment of justified wage levels in the District of Columbia.
The third paragraph of section 603 is designed to provide for such

a ceiling on minimums and for the stability which is essentially neces-
sary to the operation of an open economy in a market area. The wage
rate provided as the maximum which may be established by the Mini-
mum Wage Board for the District of Columbia is keyed to the Fair
Labor Standards Act maximum wage rates. However, the provision
of the section do not limit the District of Columbia maximum rate to
that in the Federal Act. The amendment would permit the District
of Columbia minimum and wage rates to be set at up to 10% in excess
of the maximum rate permitted under the Fair Labor Standards Act.
Thus the Wage Board would have authority to establish wage rates
which would be (1) in excess of any minimums established in Vir-
ginia since Virginia has no minimum wage law, (2) in excess of those
established under the terms of the minimum wage law in Maryland
which has a maximum of $1.45 an hour, and (3) a wage level in ex-

cess of the Fair Labor Standards Act maximum of $1.60 an hour.

There is substantial comparability between living standards and costs

in the District of Columbia and elsewhere in the Washington Metro-

politan Region but the minimum wage levels in the District can be

set above that of any other level lawfully established within the juris-

dictions involved in the region.
Paragraph 4 of Section 603 provides an amendment, the effect of

which, is to bring the District of Columbia back into the Washing
ton

Metropolitan Region on an competitive economic basis. Prior to the

1966 amendments to the Minimum Wage Act, the Wage Board was

required to take into consideration the economic conditions, living

conditions, and wages in the adjacent jurisdictions in the Washington

Metropolitan Region in determining the necessity for and in establish-

ing any revised wage, rates for an industry in the District of Colum-

bia. Their exclusion of reference to comparable wage levels for similar

employment and the general market area places the employer in the

District of Columbia at a distinct disadvantage competitively when
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he may be compelled to pay minimum wages which are 25 to 40%
above the wages required of his competitor. If the businessman orin-
dustry is compelled to close its doors, the District of Columbia loses
the tax base of such business and employees lose their jobs. Neither
of these can be afforded by the District of Columbia.
Under the present law, the Commissioner is empowered on his own

motion to reconsider wage rates. The Commissioner may make such
investigation as he deems necessary or he may convene an Ad Hoc
Committee for the purpose of completing a study and preparing a
recommendation. Section 603 (b) does not curtail the authority of
the Commissioner to act on his own motion or to appoint an Ad Hoc
Committee for the purpose of developing a proposed revised wage
order. However, this subsection does prevent the preparation of pro-
posed wage order if the wage rate is in excess of a minimum rate
recommended by the Ad Hoc Committee, or if such proposed wage
order is prepared without the recommendations of the Ad Hoc Ad-
visory Committee and also exceeds by more than 10% the highesi.
minimum rate in effect under the Fair Labor Standards Act on
date of the proposed revised wage order.
Subsection (c) of this section is a saving clause which preserves

any established wage rates in the District of Columbia and prevents
any rollback or loss of wages being paid at the time of the effective
date of the order. In the case of a wage order which requires the pay-
ment at some future date of a wage rate in excess of the ceiling of10% above the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Board shall revise the

iwage rate n such order to conform with the ceiling allowed.

WAGES UP—JOBS DOWN

Your Committee held extensive hearings on various bills proposing
amendments to the District of Columbia Minimum Wage Act. Thesum of the information, testimony, and evidence presented to your
Committee presented a bleak outlook for the business community inthe District of Columbia. If the increase in minimum wages were toresult in a healthy local economy, the District of Columbia figures onincome, sales, and employment should be at unprecedented heights.The facts are seriously to the contrary. High minimum wages con-tribute nothing if there are no jobs for employees. If high wages de-stroy the employer's competitive position in the economic community,he cannot furnish jobs. When the employer cannot find a market forhis goods or services because of his high cost of operation, he willeither close down the business or move outside of the District wherehis operations are not throttled by artificially established non-com-petitive wage rates. -When the employer closes his business or movesoutside of the District, the District loses its tax base, and its cost oflocal government, because of fewer jobs, increases the demands fortax expenditures. This is a process of economic and social strangula-tion if permitted to continue.
More specifically, the facts concerning a single area of employmentmight be examined. A study of the retail sales and employment in theDistrict of Columbia indicates interesting parallels between the wageactions taken by the Minimum Wage Board and the economic effectsadverse to a healthy economy. The minimum wage amendments be-
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came effective in 1966. In 1967 there were 3,845 retail establishments
operating in the District of Columbia. Three years and five pay mini-
mum wage increases later, in 1969, the number of retail employers had
dropped to 3,485. As for employees, the number in retail trades in 1967
was 66,887. By 1969 this number had dropped to 61,956.
Of the total retail sales in the Washington metropolitan area the

District of Columbia enjoyed 37.4% in 1967. In 1969, the percentage
of the total for the District had dropped to 31.4 percent. In a single
year between 1968 and 1969, the total dollar volume of retail sales for
the District of Columbia dropped from $2,012 million to $1,746 mil-
lion, a loss of more than $250 million in sales in a single year.
In view of the facts developed in hearings before your Committee,

it is submitted that there is cause for deep concern and a real need
is demonstrated for some action in relation to the provisions of the
Minimum Wage Act. Your Committee strongly recommends the
amendments in this bill as a necessary move toward bringing the
economy of the District back into harmony with the metropolitan
marketing area and restoring market conditions to better serve the
employees and the consumers within the District of Columbia, and
their rather conclusive demonstration of the damage being done as a
result of the Board's action the Board has proceeded without altering
its course. The authority of Congress used by the Board can no longer
go uncontrolled if there is to be any concern for the economic condi-
tions in the District of Columbia.

RETAIL SALES-WASHINGTON METROPOLITAN AREA

[Dollars in millions]

Year
District of
Columbia

Total
SMSA

1939 $404 $467
1940_ _ _.  447 544
1941 600 720
1942 695 855
1943 753 933
1944 805 984
1945 885 1,079
1946 967 1,164
1947 904 1,167
1948 977 1,281
1949 982 1,281
1950 1,301 1,715
1951 1,453 1,891
1952 1,400 2,019
1953 1,389 2,062
1954 1,381 2,102

District of
Columbia as

a percent
of total

86.5
82.2
83.3
81.3
80.7
81.8
82.0
83.1
77.5
76.3
76.7
75.9
76.8
69.3
67.4
65.7

Year
District of
Columbia

Total
SMSA

1955 1,315 2,295
1956 1,348 2,418
1957 1,354 2,561
1958 1,332 2,615
1959 1,411 2,885
1960 1,433 3,003
1961 1,460 3,170
1962 1,560 3,444
1963 1,656 3,769
1964 1,515 3,781
1965 1,618 4,164
1966 1,749 4,592
1967 1,856 4,969
1968 2, 012 5,496
1969 1,746 5,552

District of
Columbia as

a percent
of total

57.3
55.7
52.9
50.9
48.9
47.7
46.1
15.3
43.9
40.1
38.9
38.1
37.4
36.8
31.4

Source: Survey of Buying Power-Sales Management, Inc.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-RETAIL EMPLOYMENT

Number of Number of
employers employees

1958 4,490
1959 4,457
1960 4,401
1961 4,302
1962 4,240
1963 4,110

61,970
63,946
63,586
63,466
63,736
64,432

Number of
employers

Number of
employees

1964 4, 053 65, 042
1965 4,030 66, 465
1966 3,963 66, 707
1967 3,845 66. 887
1968 3,707 64, 717
1969 3,485 61, 956

Source: District of Columbia Unemployment Compensation Board:Annual Reports.
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SECTION 604—STUDY OF POTOMAC RIVER RESOURCES
AND POLLUTION PROVISIONS

This section as amended, provides that the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency, in consultation with the Secre-
tary of the Interior, the Chief of Engineers of the Corps of Engineers
of the U.S. Army, and the Commissioner of the District of Colum-
bia, shall conduct a study and make recommendations with respect to
the following:

1. the water pollution problems of that part of the Potomac
River located within the Washington metropolitan area;

2. the water resources of the Potomac River for that area;
3. the problems relating to the provision of adequate facili-

ties for water, sewer, and related services for the area; and
4. the establishment of an independent regional entity to con-

trol and resolve such water pollution problems, to regulate and
control the water resources of the area, and to provide such ser-
vices to the various jurisdictions of the area at reasonable cost.

It is provided further that this study shall contain specific recom-
mendations as to the amount of funding which would be necessary to
establish and maintain such a regional entity, recommendations as to
what functions now performed by Federal and District of Columbia
entities should be transferred to such a regional entity, and also rec-
ommendations as to protective provisions for employees of these en-
tities which would be affected by such a transfer.
The section provides further that the Administrator of the En-

vironmental Protection Agency shall report to the Congress the
results of this study, together with his recommendations, not later than
March 31, 1971.

BACKGROUND

Section 604 of the bill relates to the problems of water resources and
water pollution of that part of the Potomac River located within the
Washington metropolitan area. The responsibility for these problems,
which until very recently resided in the Federal Water Quality Ad-
ministration of the Department of the Interior, has now been trans-
ferred to the newly created Environmental Protection Agency. This,
of course, is the reason for the Committee's amendment to this section.
The 

i 
-present situation with regard to water resources and water pol-

lution n the Washington metropolitan area at present is the following.
1. -Water resources
The District of Columbia Water System, as authorized by the

United States Congress, consists of two separate divisions, one for
water supply and another for water distribution.
The Supply Division known as the Washington Aqueduct, is under

the supervision of the 
Division,

Army Corps of Engineers. Their respon-
sibility is to provide the District of Columbia with an adequate water
supply. This Supply Division collects the water from the Potomac
River through two intakes, one at Great Falls and one at Little Falls,
purifies it at their Dalecarlia Reservoir and Filter Plant, and conveys
it to the District of Columbia.

Responsibilities for storing, pumping, and distributing the purified
water to consumers are assigned to the Department of Sanitary Engi-
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neering of the District of Columbia government, which thus assumes
the role of the Distribution Division of the District of Columbia
Water System.
At this time, the D.C. Water System supplies water not only to the

District of Columbia, but also to Arlington County, Falls Church, and
a part of Fairfax County, in Virginia, as well as to the Pentagon. The
city of Alexandria presently has its own source of water supply, but
has expressed an interest in arranging to buy some from the D.C.
Water System, in anticipation of a growing population which may
render its own supply inadequate in the foreseeable future. The water
for Montgomery and Prince George's Counties in Maryland is pro-
vided by the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission.
The funds for operating the entire D.C. Water System come from

the D.C. Water Fund, whose revenues accrue from the citizens and
Federal agencies in the Nation's capital who are billed by the D.C.
Department of Sanitary Engineering for the water they use. Addi-
tional revenue is collected also from the sale of water to the com-
munities in Virginia, mention above. Funds for operating, maintain-
ing, and constructing new facilities for the Washington Aqueduct are
appropriated annually by the Congress from this D.C. Water Fund.
The District of Columbia Water System faces one serious problem

at this time, and that is a shortage of water storage facilities. In
periods of protracted dry weather, the water level of the Potomac
River falls below its normal level, and the normal water intake rate
is greatly curtailed. This situation can reach a point at which the
capacities of the Washington Aqueduct's two storage facilities, the
Georgetown Reservoir and the McMillan Reservoir, are not sufficient
to maintain a normal rate of supply of water to the city and to the
surburban communities dependent upon this source of water. It is
true also that the Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission in
suburban Maryland has this same problem.
As recently as September of 1966, a serious drought resulted in the

D.C. Water System's being obliged to request a strict curtailment of
water use until the critical shortage was alleviated by rainfall.
The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers has proposed, as a solution

to this problem, the construction of 16 new reservoirs at various
points on the Potomac River. However, opposition to a number of
these proposed new reservoirs has reduced the number now contem-
plated to 6. Among those projects which have had to be discarded
from the plan was the reservoir to be located at Seneca, Maryland,
and this was the only one, your Committee is advised, which by reason
of its planned location could have contributed materially to the solu-
tion of the water storage problem for the District of Columbia and its
suburban neighbors. It is obvious, therefore, that while this proposal
in its present form may be of benefit to communities elsewhere, it will
not provide the solution which this problem demands in the Wash-
ington metropolitan area.
2. Sewage treatment facilities
At present, the principal sewage treatment facility in the Washing-

ton metropolitan area is the District of Columbia Water Pollution
Control Plant, located at Blue Plains in the southwest corner of the
city.
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This plant was constructed in 1938, with a capacity to provide pri-
mary treatment only, to some 130 million gallons per day. While this
was deemed sufficient at that time to serve 1.25 million people, the
effect of the District's combined storm and sanitary sewer flows re-
duced this capacity at times to the equivalent of primary treatment
for only some 650,000 people. Some twenty years later, facilities for
secondary type treatment were added, and other improvements have
been made since that time.
At present, the plant at Blue Plains is capable of removing 80

percent of the pollution from 240 gallons of effluent per day. It is now
handling 260 million gallons per day, however, and thus is able to
provide only 70 to 75 percent pollution removal from this amount.
It should be pointed out that the standard set by the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare for sewage pollution removal is 90
percent; and before the District of Columbia could complete the con-
struction required to achieve this standard, it was raised again more
recently to a figure of 96 percent pollution removal, which therefore
is the present goal. Today, however, the performance of this plant is
some 20 to 26 percent below the desired standard.
It should be pointed out that at present, the plant at Blue Plains

could handle not more than 125 million gallons per day at a removal
standard of 96 percent . . . or less than half of the demand now being
placed upon it.
The plant at Blue Plains is a regional one serving large areas of

both Maryland and Virginia. These areas include considerable parts
of both Montgomery and Prince George's Counties in Maryland, and
parts of both Fairfax and Loudon Counties in Virginia. In fact, the
potential drainage area served outside the District is about ten times
the size of the city itself.
The other sections of nearby Maryland and Virginia operate their

own treatment facilities, and plans are being developed today to ex-
pand their capacities.
In April of 1969, dissatisfied with the progress of water pollution

control, the Secretary of the Interior reconvened the Potomac River-
Washington Metropolitan Area Enforcement Conference . . . first
convened under the Eisenhower Administration in 1957, at which time
the decision was made to upgrade the Blue Plains plant to provide
Secondary Treatment . . . with conferees representing the water pol-
lution control agencies of Maryland, Virginia, and the District, as well
as the Interstate Commission on the Potomac River Basin, and the De-
partment of the Interior. The result of this conference was the setting
of unprecedentedly high treatment requirements, which called for the
construction of advanced waste treatment facilities. The standard set
was for the effluents to be treated to "near drinking water" quality, or
the 96 percent pollution removal treatment referred to earlier in this
report.
In order to comply with these conference recommendations, the

D.C. Department of Sanitary Engineering proceeded with plans to
implement its further development of the Blue Plains plant. Their
first plan for this project included the filling-in of some 51 acres of
Potomac River mud flats adjacent to the present plant, to enable ex-
pansion of the plant to a capacity of 419 million gallons per day,
which is the flow anticipated for about the year 2000. However, the
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Department of the Interior is opposed to this reclamation pla
n, and

thus it is unlikely that it will prove feasible.
As an alternative, the plan presently envisions the expansi

on of

the present plant so that it will be able to provide 96 percent
 pollution

removal from a flow of 309 million gallons per day. O
riginally, it

was thought that this project would take until 1977 to 
complete. It

is now hoped, however, that it may be accomplished by
 the end of

1975, if the funds are made available for an early st
art on the work.

It is estimated that the cost of this project will b
e about $359.3

million, with the Federal government contribu
ting 55 percent or

$197.6 million, and the remaining 45 percent bei
ng shared by the users

of the facility . . . that is, Virginia, Maryland
, and the District of

Columbia . . . in proportion to their amount o
f use.

The distribution of this cost between the s
everal jurisdictions, per

fiscal year, is presented in the following char
t, prepared by the D.C.

Department of Sanitary Engineering as o
f November 12, 1970.

ESTIMATED ANNUAL CASH FLOW BY FISCAL Y
EARS NECESSARY TO MEET PRO

POSED7CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

BASED ON 55 PERCENT U.S. GRANT, WITH 
LOCAL SHARE EQUAL TO 45 PERCEN

T OF TOTAL COST

Fiscal year

Total Fairfax County W.S.S.C. D.C. plus 1 P.I.

estimated at 2.59 percent at 47.90 percent at 49.51 percent

cost of local share of local share of local share

1971
$21,542,000 $250,000 $4,640,000 $4,800,000

1972
74,875,000 870, 000 16,140,000 16,680,000

1973
115,445,000 1, 350, 000 24,880,000 25,720,000

1974
119,479,000 1, 400, 000 25,760,000 26,610,000

1975
27,959,000 315,000 6,030,000 6,240,000

Total 359,300,000 4, 185, 000 77,450,000 80,050,000

1 Potomac interceptor.

The development of this plan culminated in 
the signing of a Memo-

randum of Understanding on Washingto
n Metropolitan Regional

Water Pollution Control Plan, on October 7
, 1970. The parties to this

Memorandum of Understanding are the Di
strict of Columbia, the

Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission,
 and Fairfax County.

The document was signed also by representative
s of the U.S. Depart-

ment of the Interior, the District of Columbia,
 and the States of

Maryland and Virginia, in testimony to the f
act that they also had

participated jn the discussions which preceded an
d led to the formula-

tion of this Memorandum of Understanding.

The following chart shows the amount of efflue
nt, in millions of

gallons per day, presently being treated at the Blue
 Plains plant from

the various sources, and the quantity from each sour
ce which will be

able to be treated after the planned expansion of th
e plant.

Source of effluent

Present capacity Expanded
(at 70-75 capacity
percent) (at 96 percent)

District of Columbia 
133 135

Virginia (via Potomac Interceptor) 
4 13

Maryland (via Potomac Interceptor) 
1 5

Fairfax, Va. (via conduit at Chain Bridge) 
8 8

Maryland (via Anacostia viaduct) 
114 148

Total 
260 309
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4k.Your Committee is advised that some delay in the planned financ-ing is presently holding up the actual start of this badly needed proj-ect. The Federal Water Quality Administration, formerly under theDepartment of the Interior, received some $800 million for the pur-pose of water pollution programs in all the states, and this is allotedamong the states on the basis of population. It has developed thatthis allotment of Federal funds to the state of Virginia is found notsufficient to provide the 55 percent of planned Federal participationin Virginia's share of the cost of the first contract of this Blue Plainsproject. Hence, since the payment of Fairfax County's share towardthe cost of this first contract is contingent upon their receiving theFederal share thereof, there is presently some uncertainty as to whenthe project may actually get under way. However, your Committee isassured that several possible ways of relieving this impasse are beingexplored, and there is confidence that the matter will be resolved at anearly date.
NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Despite the apparent assurance of this projected expansion of thefacilities of the treatment plant at Blue Plains, there remain a num-ber of obvious and very serious problems with regard to water pollu-tion in the Washington metropolitan area which this project will notresolve.
In the first place, the plan for expansion at Blue Plains, referredto above, represents the utmost extent to which this facility can everbe expanded. The planned capacity of treatment for 309 million gal-lons per day can never be increased, without a decrease in the presentstandard of 96 percent pollution removal, inasmuch as the idea ofadding to the plant's acreage by a land fill has been rejected. TheMemorandum of Understanding, referred to above in this report,faces very frankly the fact that this capacity of Blue Plains, with309 million gallons per day, and the other treatment facilities in themetropolitan region, cannot take care of the problem of water pollu-tio in this area for more than a few years at best. Population pro-jections of the Maryland National Capital Park and Planning Com-mission for the WSSC service area, for example, indicate a WSSCneed in nearby Maryland for 175 million gallons per day capacityin 1980. The District of Columbia recognizes also that, to meet itsultimate requirements. it must provide treatment for D.C. sewagein excess of the 135 million gallons per day planned for intake at BluePlains, and at least 65 million gallons per day of Potomac Interceptorsewage.
In short, it is recognized in this Memorandum of Understanding thatthe proposed Blue Plains expansion will not be adequate to serve allfuture flows from the areas tributary to the Blue Plains facility, andthat all jurisdictions must plan immediately to provide ademiate treat-ment for flows in excess of those that can be accepted in the Blue Plainsregional treatment facility. It is spelled out, therefore, that the appro-priate parties will provide another regional plant or plants in whichone or more of the parties may participate.
The Washington Suburban Sanitary Commission, in anticipationof the need for added facilities, has already formulated a projectedschedule for site selection, design, and construction of an additionalregional plant, and will pursue its completion subject to the avail-
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ability of funds. The District and Virginia will be invited to participate
in financing a portion of the cost of this additional regional plant, as
well as the cost of the maintenance and operating costs, on the basis
of capacity allocated.
Another very serious problem exists today by reason of the fact

that the Potomac Interceptor, a 96-inch conduit which carries effluent
from the Dulles Airport and a number of communities on both sides
of the Potomac River to the District of Columbia line, connects in the
vicinity of the Key Bridge to a District conduit only 48 inches in diam-
eter. The result is an overloading of this 48-inch conduit, and a con-
sequent overflow of 15 million gallons of raw sewage every day into
the Potomac River at 30th Street in Georgetown.
When the Potomac Interceptor was authorized in 1960, the D.C.

Department of Sanitary Engineering planned a 96-inch conduit to
extend from the Blue Plains plant up the river to meet this new Inter-
ceptor. However, the final 3,000 feet of this conduit has never been
constructed, although the funds for the entire project have been
appropriated. Your Committee is informed that the D.C. City Coun-
cil will not approve this completion, because of the likelihood that at
least a part of this work would have to be done over when the planned
Freeway is built along that part of the river front, in connection with
the projected Three Sisters Bridge. In view of the present impasse
with respect to the construction of this new bridge, there appears no
relief in sight for this intolerable situation, which is making the Po-
tomac River virtually an open sewer at that point.
There is a deep and growing concern with respect to water pollu-

tion and other ecological problems in all urban areas of the country.
Your Committee certainly shares this feeling of anxiety in regard
to this problem in the Washington metropolitan area and feels a
strong doubt that in view of the prospect of the population growth
that is predicted for the suburban areas of the metropolitan region,
the program that must be followed if the Potomac River is ever to
be freed of pollution can ever be realized by such a fragmented oper-
ation as is now attempting to accomplish that end. As the population
of the area continues to mushroom, it seems apparent that the diffi-
culties of solving this grave problem through efforts involving jointly
the Department of the Army, the Environmental Protection Agency,
and the several communities in Maryland and Virginia may be ex-
pected to increase enormously.
For these reasons, your Committee feels strongly that the study

of this entire situation regarding water resources and water pollution
control, as provided for in this section of H.R. 19885, and particu-
larly the study of the feasibility and advisability of an independent

regional entity, to control and resolve all such water supply and

pollution problems with the advantage of unified authority, is badly

needed at this time. We believe that the report and recommendations

which the Congress will receive next March will be invaluable as

a guide to effective legislation in this area.

SECTION 605—LONG-TERM LEASES FOR RENTAL OF

SPACE FOR DISTRICT GOVERNMENT

The purpose of Section 605 is to enable the government of the Dis-

trict of Columbia by long-term leases to more efficiently lease privately-
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owned space in buildings or in improved or unimproved property forthe accommodation of District agencies and activities. This will resultin. considerable savings in rental or leasing payments made by theDistrict, as the attached correspondence discloses, showing, in onelease alone, the saving would be $1 million over a 20-year period.Your committee recognizes, however, that the mere extension or re-newal of terms of existing leases at expiration will not result in thesavings indicated. The element of competitive offer must be observedin all cases.
Present law limits the terms of such leases by the District govern-ment to 5 years, whereas the reported bill permits leases for 20 years.The authority in this bill would allow the District government tocompete for space in the open market on the same terms as the FederalGovernment.
The Federal Government, which is also required to rent a largeamount of privately owned space in the District of Columbia, is notin fact subject to restrictions as severe as those that have been placedon the District of Columbia government.
The Federal Government may enter into leases for as long as 20

years (40 U.S.C., sec. 490 (h) ). The maximum annual net rent that
the Federal Government may pay for space is set at 15 per centumof the fair market value of the premises at the date of the lease underwhich the premises are to be occupied by it (40 U.S.C., sec. 278a).
In both provisions, the Federal Government has considerably greaterflexibility than the District government and is in a better position torealistically compete in the open market for rental space.
The urgency and the need for this legislation is set forth in detail

in the following letters from the District of Columbia government:

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE,

Washington, D.C., March 24, 1970.The HONORABLE SPEAKER,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: The Government of the District of Columbia

has the honor to submit herewith a bill "Relating to the rental of
space for the accommodation of District of Columbia agencies and
activities, and for other purposes."
The District of Columbia has found it necessary under certain

circumstances to rent privately-owned space in buildings or in im-
proved or unimproved property for the accommodation of District
agencies and activities. Authority to rent such space for the official
use of the District of Columbia is found in a provision of the Act of
March 3, 1877 (19 Stat. 363; 40 U.S.C. 34), under the caption
MISCELLANEOUS, reading as follows:

"* " hereafter no contract shall be made for the rent of
any building, or part of any building, to be used for the pur-
poses of the Government in the District of Columbia, until
an appropriation therefor shall have been made in terms by
Congress, and that this clause be regarded as notice to all
contractors or lessors of any such building or any part of a
building."
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This provision has been held applicable to the District of Colum-
bia by decisions of the Comptroller of the Treasury (10 Comp. Dec.
117; 10 Comp. Dec. 178) and the Comptroller General (17 Comp.
Gen. 424; 32 Comp. Gen. 593). This authority was subsequently re-
stricted by specific provisions in the 1945 and 1959 District of Colum-
bia Appropriation Acts.

Section 6 of the 1945 District of Columbia Appropriation Act (58
Stat. 509; D.C. Code, sec. 1-243) limits the amount of rent which
may be paid for space for the use of the District to not more than "90
per centum of the per annum rate paid by the District of Columbia for
such quarters on June 30, 1933. . . ." In recognition of the unrealistic
nature of this provision. Congress has specified in District appropria-
tion acts beginning in 1957 that funds for rental of quarters shall be
available "without reference to section 6 of the District of Columbia
Appropriation Act, 1945".
A further restriction was added by section 12 of the District of

Columbia Appropriation Act of 1959 (72 Stat. 498, 511), wherein
Congress specified that "rentals shall not be on terms and periods in
excess of five years". According to Senate Report No. 1764, this limi-
tation on the leasing of rental space to periods not exceeding five
years was inserted "in order to conform with Federal practices.'
The Commissioner notes that the Federal Government, which is

also required to rent a large amount of privately-owned space in the
District of Columbia, is not in fact subject to restrictions as severe as
those that have been placed on the District of Columbia Government.
The Federal Government may enter into leases for as long as twenty
years (40 U.S.C., §490 (h) ). The maximum annual net rent that the
Federal Government may pay for space is set at 15 per centum of the
fair market value of the premises at the date of the lease under which
the premises are to be occupied by it (40 U.S.C., § 278a). In both
provisions, the Federal Government has considerably greater flexi-
bility than the District Government and is in a better position to
realistically compete in the open market for rental space. The
authority the District is proposing in this bill would allow the
District Government to compete for space in the open market on the
same terms as the Federal Government.
The restrictions that have been placed on the District have meant

that the District has not been able to obtain the most economical and
efficient leasing arrangements that would otherwise be availble. The
importance to the District of being able to obtain rental space at as
low a cost as possible can be seen by noting the increasing amounts of
District funds that are spent on rental space:
1965   $721, 800.00
1966   889, 780.00
1967   1, 791, 430. 00
1968   2, 712, 760.00
1969   4, 096, 799.00

In view of the amount of money which has been appropriated for
rental space for the District of Columbia it would appear to be highly
desirable for the District to have express Congressional authorization
for a sound, modern space rental program. Anticipated District needs
make it essential that authority for long term leasing be obtained at
this time for the District of Columbia.
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First, the District is planning to consolidate its major municipal
functions in the Judiciary Square area. The planned municipal com-
plex will incorporate the present Municipal Center and the old court
house. In addition, a great deal of new office space is needed in the
area in order to accomplish the desired consolidation. Private devel-
opers have indicated an interest in constructing buildings to accom-
modate the District Government and this use for the area has been
proposed in the Downtown Urban Renewal Plan. The construction
costs involved in this project are great and it is not likely that funds
will be available within the District's capital improvements budget
in the near future, given the many other pressing needs in the capital
improvements program.
The consolidation of municipal functions at Judiciary Square is

a highly desirable goal and would result in greater efficiency and
economies for the local government. It will be possible to accomplish
the consolidation within present budgetary constraints if the District
is given twenty year leasing authority and lease purchase authority.
The District could purchase the necessary office space in the Judiciary
Square area through a reallocation of rental funds that are currently
being expended for leased space at numerous sites throughout the
city. Through lease purchase authority, the District would be able to
exercise its option to purchase the buildings when, in the future, capi-
tal improvements funds are available.

Georgetown University, as well as private developers, has submitted
a proposal to construct office buildings for the District Government
contingent upon the District's obtaining the desired leasing authority.
Private developers are willing to negotiate with the District for the
construction of office buildings to meet the city's needs if the District
is in a position to enter into a long term lease.
The willingness of private developers to construct facilities based

on the client's ability to enter into a long term lease stems from the
fact that lending institutions require at least a ten year lease before
they will finance a construction project for a private developer. If
a developer indicates that he has a long term lessee, he is in a better
position to obtain financing. This, in turn, results in benefits to the
lease holder.
The Judiciary Square project is just one case in point where the

District stands to realize significant benefits if it has the authority
to enter into long term leases. The Judiciary Square example is impor-
tant because of the time element involved. If the District does not
obtain the necessary leasing authority in the immediate future and
move to take advantage of the offers that have been made then the
goal of a unified municipal complex in downtown Washington may be
lost forever.

A. second case wherein twenty year leasing authority is vital to the
District of Columbia is the case of the Potomac Building, which may
prove to be typical. The District of Columbia recently leased space in
this building at a cost of $5.35 per square foot based on the District's
present five year leasing authority. If the District had been able to
enter into a ten year lease, the price per square foot would have been
$5.00, a savings of $100,000 per year and of $1 million for the ten
year period. If the long term lease authority is enacted by July 1,
1970, this particular lease can still be negotiated at $5.00 per square
foot.
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A third case involves the provision of adequate classroom space. As
the Congress is well aware, the District has been faced for some time
with a situation of acute classroom shortage in certain areas of the city,
such as the Southeast. In these areas, the private construction of resi-
dential facilities has out-stripped the ability of the public sector to
provide the needed school facilities. Under the District's present
school construction processes, it takes from five to eight years to con-
struct a new school, whereas a residential building can be put up easily
within two years. Furthermore, in the Southeast there is a problem in
finding suitable sites on which to locate new schools. These two facts
have prompted consideration by the District of the possibility of en-
tering into long term leasing agreements with private developers for
the provision of classroom space in a housing development. Thus,
the school facility would be ready at the same time as the new popula-
tion needs the facility. Also, if the age of the population in the area
changes and the school is no longer needed, the space can then be
turned back to the builder for renovation into additional housing
units.
In view of the above mentioned needs of the District of Columbia,

the District Government strongly urges the enactment by the Con-
gress of the attached legislation. The attached draft bill, substantially
similar to existing law relating to the rental of space by the Federal
Government, would enable the District of Columbia to enter into
lease and lease purchase agreements for up to twenty years and would
repeal the existing provisions of law which severely limit the District
of Columbia's authority to rent the space needed to accommodate its
various agencies and activities.

Sincerely yours,
GRAHAM W. WATT,

Assistant to the C ommigszon,er
(For Walter E. Washington, Commissioner).

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
EXECUTIVE OFFICE,

Washington, D.0 . June 23, 1970.
HMI. JOHN L. MCMILLAN,
Chairman, Committee on the District of Columbia,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.0 .
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in further reference to a District-

sponsored bill, relating to the rental of space for the accommodation
of District of Columbia agencies and activities, which is now pending
before your Committee.
As I indicated in my May 19 letter to you on this bill, the purpose

of the legislation is to enable the District of Columbia Government
to more efficiently lease privately-owned space in buildings or in im-
proved or unimproved property for the accommodation of District
agencies and activities. By comparison, the Federal Government,
which is also required to rent a large amount of privately-owned
space in the District of Columbia, is not subject to restrictions as
severe as those that have been placed on the District Government.
Specifically, the Federal Government may enter into twenty-year
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leases for rental property, whereas the District is restricted to five-
year leases. The proposed legislation would allow the District Gov-
ernment to lease space in the open market on the same terms as the
Federal Government.
The restrictions that have been placed on the District have meant

that the District has not been able to obtain the most economical and
efficient leasing arrangements that would otherwise be available. An
example of this situation involves the District Government's recent
leasing of the Potomac Building at Sixth Street, N.W., between G
and H Streets. If we could have entered into a ten-year lease,. we
could have rented the building at the rate of $5 a square foot. Since
we had only five-year lease authority, the owner had to tentatively
refinance his loan and passing these costs on to the District raised
the rental rate to $5.35 a square foot. This resulted in a total cost
increase to the District of $100,000 per year or $1 million over the
ten-year period.
With respect to the Potomac Building lease, the District Govern-

ment has an agreement with the owner that if the District's legisla-
tion to extend leasing authority to twenty years is enacted into
law prior to July 1, 1970, the owner will reduce the rental rate and
the District will save $1 million. Although we are seeking an exten-
sion of this agreement on the Potomac Building in order to allow
more time for Congressional action, the extension has not yet been
obtained.
I believe the District's savings on the Potomac Building alone

supports the need for prompt action on the District's proposed legis-
lation. That situation shows how the legislation would greatly assist
the District in developing a sound, modern space rental proffram.
I urge early and favorable action by your committee on this im-

portant legislation.
Sincerely,

GRAHAM W. WATT,
Assistant to the Commissioner.

TITLE VII—DAIRY PRODUCTS

This section amends the District of Columbia Milk Act enacted
February 27, 1925 (43 Stat. 1005 D.C. Code. Title: 33, Sec. 301) by
updating the provisions of the 1925 Act and bringing it generally into
harmony with legislation in effect in a majority of the States. In addi-
tion, it authorizes the importation of safe, wholesome milk into the
District of Columbia without requiring an unnecessary inspection by
District inspectors, where inspection and certification of the sources of
supply have already been adequately accomplished by a milk sanita-
tion rating officer certified by the Seeretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare.
The Federal organization principally responsible for and involvedin developing and setting standards for fluid milk, milk products, and

Grade A dry milk products, is the U.S. Public Health Service. In
connection with its responsibility for public health, the Public HealthService has coordinated its activities with the States and with in-dustry in the development of standards for the items mentioned.Although there are some essential differences in the concepts and prac-tices that various Federal agencies have adopted with respect to theirresponsibilities for setting standards for food protection, the Public
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Health Service in order to fulfill its respons
ibility in this regard has

adopted an inspection concept which has been 
characterized as "moti-

vation and surveillance." In line with this co
ncept, the Public Health

Service has pursued a policy of collaboratin
g with State and local

agencies and private industry in the develo
pment and maintenance

of effective food protection programs.

, Under the Public Health Service milk
 sanitation programs, the

,States and local agencies make the sanitar
y inspections laboratory or

other tests and analyses, and inspections of pro
ducts. These inspection

activities however, are subject to surveillance,
 including inspections

by the Public Health Service, to insure that t
he State and local in-

spections are being made in accordance with th
e appropriate standards

and procedures agreed upon between the var
ious States and local

agencies and the Public Health Service.
Primarily, as noted the Public Health Service ro

le has been accom-

plished through the promotion of effective Stat
e and local sanitation

programs and procedures; the provision of tech
nical assistance, train-

ing, and research; the formulation of effective 
standards; the control

of licensing of State rating officers and the
 publication of ratings in

compliance with, and enforcement of, sanit
ary standards.

As viewed from the States, a majority of the St
ates have enacted

legislation in which their milk inspection syste
m has been effectively

collaborated with the U.S. Public Health Se
rvice system. Uniformly

this has resulted in clean, wholesome mil
k and milk products being

made available to the consumers while insu
ring compliance with and

enforcement of high sanitary standards of t
he sale and distribution

of milk and milk products.
Thus, under the provisions of this bill, any

 milk or milk product

which meets U.S. Public Health Service stan
dards would be exempt

from a special inspection by D.C. authoriti
es pricer to importation

of the products into the District. However,
 there would still be peri-

odic "spot-check" inspections of products sold i
n the District by Dis-

trict Health Department representatives, and 
under the bill the

District would retain authority to confiscate such pro
ducts as it deems

unsafe for human consumption.
There are other reasons for the introduction and enac

tment of this

bill. Among those reasons is the shortage of supply of w
holesome milk

for the District of Columbia as expressed by Grah
am W. Watt,

Deputy Commissioner:

The Washington "milk shed" is growing increasingly sho
rt

of supply to furnish the needs of the District of Columb
ia

and the remainder of the Metropolitan Area. This short
age

is cumulative and will become greater because the econo
mic

factors creating the shortage are increasing. The Commis
-

sioner believes that there is now no public health reason wh
at-

soever that would indicate the necessity of refusing to permi
t

the sale within the District of any wholesome milk from an
y

of the certified sources within the United States. The title

further provides for the issuance of a local permit for the

sale or importation into the District of any milk, cream, milk

product, or frozen dessert, and for the seizure and destruction

of unsafe dairy products.

53-071-70-6
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In addition, Dr. Raymond L. Standard, Jr., Director of the Dis-trict of Columbia Department of Health, has listed a number ofchanges which have taken place since 1925 which suggest reasonsfor the amendment of the 1925 Milk Act:
1. The State Public Health Service Program for Certifi-cation of Interstate Milk Shippers was established in 1950.This program is now operational in all contiguous States.The criteria under which the program is being conducted pro-vide for application of the 1965 PHS Grade "A" Past. MilkOrdinance and other pertinent standards thereby insuring ahigh quality of safe milk.
2. State and local health jurisdictions are staffed to permitfull discharge of their responsibility under the InterstateMilk Shipment Program.
3. Technological developments in the milk industry havereduced the sanitation problems incident to transportation ofmilk over long distances.
The present Act requires on-the-spot inspections of all milkand frozen dessert sources by District health authorities. Ap-proximately two-thirds of the milk so inspected is sold out-side the District in metropolitan areas. The legislative pro-posal would result in reduced costs to the District of inspect-ing sources by authorizing acceptance of inspections of otherjurisdictions. For milk and creams these products would becertified as having a sanitation compliance and enforcementrating of 90 per centum or better as determined by a MilkSanitation Rating Officer certified by the Department ofHealth, Education and Welfare.The Department believes that there is now no public healthreason whatsoever that would indicate the necessity of refus-ing to permit the sale within the District of Columbia of anywholesome milk from any of the certified sources within theUnited States. The legislation is designed to permit the im-portation into the District of Columbia of safe and whole-some milk without previous inspection by the District Depart-ment of Public Health, where inspection and certification hasalready been adequately accomplished by a daily authorizedFederal or State Agency. In addition, a number of definitionsand standards relating to milk and milk products and otherobsolete provisions of the 1925 Act have been omitted from thelegislation as being more suitable for revision by regulationfrom time to time, as necessary.The primary responsibilities to be retained by the Districtwould involve surveillance over two pasteurization plantsand two frozen dessert plants located within the District,laboratory surveillance over the milk and frozen dessert prod-ucts retailed in the District, and the issuance of permits.There is also every reason to believe that by expanding the num-ber of States and producers who may ship milk and frozen or othermilk products into the District, there will be a very beneficial effectto consumers on the pricing of certain milk products in the Districtof Columbia. In addition, there are a number of small business pro-ducers and dealers in milk and milk products which may be aided bythe enactment of this bill.
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Finally, and more importantly because of the stringe
nt financial

situation of the District of Columbia, it is estimated tha
t an annual

saving of $269,000 commencing 1 July, 1971, would accru
e to the Dis-

trict of Columbia Public Health Department with th
e enactment of

this bill. The provisions contained in section 701 (b) , ma
king this title

effective 1 July 1971, will permit the authorities in t
he surrounding

jurisdictions adequate time to employ additional sta
ff members to as-

sume the inspection duties now carried on by the D.C
. Public Health

authorities.
This legislation is approved by the Distric

t of Columbia Govern-

ment, whose letter dated Sept. 29, 1970, repo
rting to your Committee

on H.R. 19165 (the separate bill whose pro
visions comprise Title VII

of the reported bill) concludes as follows:

The major effect of H.R. 19165 is the elim
ination of the

need to inspect dairy farms located outside th
e District of

Columbia producing milk to be used in the Dist
rict, as re-

quired by present law. The Commissioner believe
s that there

is now no public health reason whatsoever th
at would indi-

cate the necessity of refusing to permit the sa
le within the

District of wholesome milk from any sourc
es within the

United States where inspection and certificatio
n has already

been adequately accomplished by a duly author
ized Federal

or State agency. Other provisions of the bil
l will enable

health authorities of the District to assume co
nsumers that

the facilities for handling and distributing m
ilk and milk

products meet desirable health standards without
 on-the-spot

inspection and that the milk is in fact safe, free fr
om impuri-

ties, and wholesome.
The Commissioner approves in principle the obj

ectives of

both H.R. 18355 and H.R.1.9165.

TITLE VIII—INTERSTATE ROUTES AND
 THE

FEDERAL PAYMENT

PURPOSE

The purpose of this title is to bring to an end the
 deadlock which

exists between the District of Columbia Gover
nment and the Con-

gress with respect to the construction of the Inters
tate Highway Sys-

tem elements within the District of Columbia, th
e coninued existence

of which is not only thwarting the completion 
of these links in the

Federal Interstate Highway System, but also is thre
atening the com-

pletion of the vitally needed Rapid Rail Transit S
ystem for the

Washington Metropolitan area.

PROVISIONS

This title provides that no part of the Federal p
ayment to the

District of Columbia, authorized in article VI of t
he D.C. Revenue

Act of 1947 (D.C. Code, secs. 47-2501a-47-2501b
) shall be appropri-

ated until the Commissioner of the District of Col
umbia has certified

to the Congress that the District has complied wit
h the provisions of

section 23 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968 a
nd of any other

Act which Congress has enacted after that Act, t
o the extent that the
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District has begun work on the prescribed projects and has commit-
ted itself to their construction and completion. An exception is made,
however, in the case of any such projects on which the failure of the
city to begin work or to carry out such commitment is solely because
of a court injunction issued in response to a petition filed by a person
other than the District of Columbia or any agency or instrumentality
of the United States Government.

BACKGROUND

In 1968, it was estimated that the nation-wide Interstate Highway
System will consist of some 41,000 miles of highways designed to
connect, by routes as direct as practicable, the principal metropolitan
areas, cities, and industrial centers, to serve the national defense, and
to connect at suitable border points with the Dominion of Canada
and the Republic of Mexico. The total cost of this vast undertaking
was estimated at $56.5 billion, with the Federal government's shareamounting to $50.6 billion.
The portion of the Interstate System planned for the District ofColumbia includes 29 miles of highways.
In 1967 and 1968, the Public Works Committee of the House ofRepresentatives held extensive hearings on the subject of the Inter-state System in the District of Columbia, and concluded that a bal-anced transporation system, including both a rapid transit systemand a freeway system, is an absolute necessity for the continued valid-ity of this community.
These hearings also developed testimony indicating that the multi-plicity of public agencies and diverse authorities in the nation's capi-tol, at both the Federal and the local level, had produced such diver-gent views and convictions that meaningful progress on such anadequate transporation system did not appear likely.
For this reason, Section 23 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of1968 directed the Secretary of Transportation and the government ofthe District of Columbia to undertake, as soon as possible after thedate of enactment of that Act, the construction and completion of allroutes comprising the above-mentioned 29 miles of the InterstateSystem within the District of Columbia, as set forth in the 1968 Inter-state System Cost Estimate (House document #199, 90th Congress).More specifically, section 23 (b) of this Act required that the Dis-trict government commence work within 30 days after the date ofenactment on the following projects, all companies of the InterstateSystem:

1. Three Sisters Bridge, 1-266.
2. Potomac River Freeway, 1-266.
3. Center Leg of the Inner. Loop, 1-95 (section terminating atNew York Avenue).
4. East Leg of the Inner Loop, 1-295 (section terminating atBladensburg Road).

In addition, section 23(c) of the Act directed the D.C. governmentand the Secretary of Transportation to study those projects of theInterstate System in the City other than those specified in section23(b), listed above, and to report to the Congress within 18 monthstheir recommendations with regard to any alternative routes or plans
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with respect to such projects. These projects included t
he South Leg

and the North Leg of the Inner Loop, and the North-
Central Freeway.

2. Position of the Congress regarding District comp
liance with Sec-

tion23 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of .1968

The House Committee on Public Works and the D.C. Su
bcommittee

of the House Committee on Appropriations take the
 position that the

District of Columbia government has not satisfacto
rily complied with

the provisions of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
 1968, and feel

strongly that full compliance therewith must be ass
ured.

It is pointed out that of those projects directed by
 section 23(c) of

the 1968 Act to be studied by the District of Columbi
a government and

the Secreatry of the Treasury, only one such proj
ect, the South Leg

of the Inner Loop, was the subject of agreement
 between the two

entities.
Further, your Committee is advised that with re

spect to the North

Central Freeway, the most highly controversial of
 these projects, the

recommendations of the city government and of
 the Department of

Transportation are in utter disagreement. And 
despite the fact that

under the law, all plans for these Interstate routes
 must be approved

by the Transportation Planning Board of the 
Metropolitan Area

Council of Governments, the officially designat
ed coordinators for

itransportation planning n the D.C. area, the 
District government

presented to the Congress in February 1970 the
 same recommenda-

tions with respect to this North Central Free
way which the Trans-

portation Planning Board had rejected a year 
earlier. It does not

appear, therefore, that this action on the part o
f the District of

Columbia government can be construed as 
meaningful compliance

with section 23(c) of the 1968 Federal Highway
 Act.

On June 4, 1970, the Chairman of the House 
Committee on Public

Works issued a statement on this situation in 
which he stated, in part,

as follows:

The intent of the 1968 Highway Act was to 
clarify the

confusion which had reigned for so many years i
n the District

of Columbia regarding the Interstate Highway
 System. The

act directed that certain projects be completed and
 that others

• be studied further to enable the District to adjust th
e projects

to whatever changing conditions had occurred d
uring the

long period of controversy.

The two reports submitted to the Congress are 
for the

greater part in disagreement with each other. I
n addition,

both contain wide variances from what is con
tained in the

1968 Highway Act. In other words, the two have
 confused

the picture to the same, if not worse, extent as
 that which

existed when the 1968 Highway Act was passed.

On that same date, the Chairman of the Subc
immittee on District

of Columbia Appropriations addressed himself t
o this situation on

the floor of the House, stating in part as follows:

The report to the Congress by the District of C
olumbia is

merely a warmed-over version of the plan which wa
s rejected

by the Transportation Planning Board. It further
 suggested
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revisions which might take place at some later date which
would change the already prescribed project for the east leg
of the inner loop.

The report to the Congress by the Department of Trans-
portation proposed a still different plan than either that of
the District of Columbia or that proposed in the 1968 Act.

The intent of the Act has been thwarted at every turn by
the District of Columbia government. Until that situation
has changed, I see no alternative to the course of action taken
by our committee and the action that we report today.

The final sentence in the above-quoted remarks refers to the Sub-
cimmittee's action in deleting some $34.2 million of subway construc-
tion funds from the city's request in the D.C. Appropriation Act for
1971. This is consistent with the position taken by this Subcommittee
in the past several years, that the construction of the Interstate System
in the District must be assured, as well as that of the Rapid Transit
System.
Thus, the Congress regards the present situation as substantially

unchanged since 1968, with respect to the entire problem which is left
to the Congress to resolve.
3. Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970
Under the provisions of this title, the District of Columbia govern-

ment will also be required to comply with future Acts of Congress re-
garding this Interstate System. The bill H.R. 19504, which was ap-
proved by the House on November 25, 1970 and presently is pending
in the other body, will apparently emerge as the Federal-Aid High-way Act of 1970, though of course its provisions cannot be predictedat this time.
As passed by the House, however, this bill contains the following

provisions with respect to the Interstate System in the District of
Columbia:

1. The South Leg of the Inner Loop is deleted from the D.C.
Interstate System. Your Committee understands that this pro-
vision will allow the plan agreed to by both the D.C. governmentand the Department of Transportation to be constructed as part
of 1-66.
2. In regard to the remainder of the System ordered to be stud-

ied in the 1968 Act, the D.C. government is ordered to commence
work not later than 30 days after the date of enactment on the
remaining portion of the East Leg of the Inner Loop (beginning
at Bladensburg Road, the Northeast-North Central Freeway, the
Northeast Freeway, and the North Central Freeway, all as desig-
nated in the 1968 Interstate System Cost Estimate.

3. The D.C. government and the Secretary of Transportation
are required to study the project for the North Leg of the Inner
Loop, and to report to the Congress within 12 months after thedate of enactment their recommendations with respect to such
project, including any recommended alternative routes or plans.
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NEED FOR LEGISLATION

This impasse between the Congress and the District of Columbia
government, as has been pointed out, is not only delaying the con-
struction of the Interstate Highway System in the District, but also is
indirectly jeopardizing the construction of the Rapid Rail Transit
System for the area.
The Federal Interstate Highway System is well along toward com-

pletion, and your Committee feels that the construction of whatever
elements of this System are needed in the District of Columbia should
no longer be delayed. We are of the opinion that the Nation's capital
should not and cannot exist as an isolated bottleneck in this nation-
wide system of high-speed highways, and that it is in the interest of
all the citizens of this country that their capital city be readily acces-
sible to them by motor vehicle.
It should be made clear, however, that in this effort to bring an end

to this deadlock and to assure the early construction of these Interstate
projects, this Committee is not advocating or endorsing any specific
plan regarding the routes to be followed by these projects. These
details of planning are not within the purview of this Committee, and
we are interested solely in getting the impasse resolved and the entire
project off of dead center.
Your Committee is most seriously concerned at the threat which

this situation has created with respect to the construction of the
Metro system in the metropolitan area, the need for which we regard
as crucial. This aspect of the problem arose several years ago, when
the Chairman of the House Subcommittee on D.C. Appropriations
expressed the conviction that the District of Columbia could not, in
the interest of all the citizens of this country, be permitted to develop
the local rapid transit system without constructing the Interstate
Highway System through the city as well. For this reason, that Sub-
committee deleted some $43 million for D.C. subway construction
from the pending D.C. Appropriation bill for fiscal year 1970, pend-
ing assurance that the Interstate projects would be started without
delay. In this instance, on August 11, 1970, a D.C. Revenue bill then
pending was amended on the floor of the House, to the effect that no
part of the Federal payment to the District authorized in that bill be
appropriated until the President reported to the Congress that the
District of Columbia government had begun work on each of the
four specific Interstate projects listed in section 23(b) of the Federal-
Aid Highway Act of 1968, and had committed itself unalterably to
their completion. The House approved this amendment, which had
wide support from the members of your Committee.
This action proved to be the solution to the impasse then existing,

as the President wrote to the Chairman of the D.C. Subcommittee on
Appropriations the following day, stating that the D.C. City Council
had taken the appropriate action and was then "firmly committed to
the completion of these projects as the Federal-Aid Highway Act of
1968 provides". This was supplemented by assurances from the Di-
rector of the D.C. Department of Highways and Traffic and also
from the Director of the U.S. Bureau of the Budget, and the funds in
question were released.



88

Unfortunately, however, a subsequent impasse has again been
reached, as has been described elsewhere in this report. This present
deadlock appears to involve the city's compliance with section 23(c)
of the 1968 Federal Highway Act, pertaining to the study of those
elements of the D.C. Interstate System not specified in section 23(b)
for immediate construction, rather than the provisions of section
23(b) itself which were the subject of the floor amendment to the
D.C. Revenue Act of 1969.
At any rate, the former deadlock has once more been reached, and

on June 4, 1970, the Chairman of the Subcommittee on D.C. Ap-
propriations stated on the floor of the House that:

It is clear from what has transpired since our committee
approved the money necessary to begin construction on the
rapid transit system and since we recommended. . . that the
money heretofore approved and held in abeyance be released
for construction, that the terms of the Highway Act of
1968 have not been complied with.

The result of this impasse has been that the Subcommittee on D.C.
Appropriations has felt it necessary to withhold some $34.2 million in.
subway construction funds from the District of Columbia appropria-
tions for fiscal year 1971, until compliance on the part of the city
with the 1968 Federal Highway Act has been assured.
At this time, it is the understanding of your Committee that the

Washington Metropolitan Area Transit Authority ha S sufficient funds
to permit the continued award of construction contracts through
December of this year, but that the appropriation of further Fed-
eral funds, in the amount of approximately $330 million, is dependent
on the appropriation of the District of Columbia's share, referred to
above.
The entire Washington metropolitan area is facing a critical need

for this rapid transit system, and costs of construction are rising
daily. Thus, delay in this project can be financially disastrous, and
any curtailment in the plan for the system would be a most serious
blow to the economic well-being of the entire region.

CONCLUSIONS

In the face of this critical situation, your Committee finds it es-
sential that this impasse be resolved. We have no wish to deny any
duly approved funds to the District of Columbia for any purpose.
Thus, it is not our intent to withhold any part of the Federal payment
to the District, nor do we believe that this will result from the en-
actment of this title of the proposed bill. Rather, it is our hope and
our belief that this provision will result in compliance on the part of
the District of Columbia government, as was the case in 1969 when
a similar provision amending the D.C. Revenue Act of 1969 produced
this same result, and that thus both the Interstate System in the Dis-
trict and the Metro system in the entire metropolitan area will be
developed, to the ultimate benefit of all the citizens, in the entire
country as well as in the Nation's capital.



CHANGES IN EXISTING LAW MADE BY THE BIL
L, AS REPORTED

In compliance with clause 3 of Rule XIII of the 
Rules of the House

of Representatives, changes in existing law mad
e by the bill, 19885 as

reported, are shown as follows (existing law prop
osed to be omitted is

enclosed in black brackets, new matter is printed
 in italic, existing law

in which no change is proposed is shown in rom
an) :

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REVENUE AC
T OF 1947

ARTICLE VI—FEDERAL PAYMENT

SEC. 1. For the fiscal year ending June 30, [1970] 
1971, and for each

fiscal year thereafter, there is authorized to be ap
propriated, as the

annual payment by the United States toward de
fraying the expenses

of the government of the District of Columbia, n
ot to exceed [8105,-

000,000] $120,000,000 which shall be credited 
to the general fund of

the District of Columbia.
SEC. 2. If in any fiscal year or years a defic

iency exists between

the amount appropliated and the amount aut
horized by this article

to be appropriated, additional appropriations 
are hereby authorized

for.subsequent fiscal years to pay such deficien
cy or deficiencies.

ACT OF JUNE 6, 1958

AN ACT To authorize the Commissioners of the D
istrict of Columbia to borrow

funds for capital improvement programs and to
 amend provisions of law re-

lating to Federal Government participation in 
meeting costs of maintaining

the Nation's Capital City

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representati
ves of the United

States of America in Congress assembled, That (a)
 a program of con-

struction to meet capital needs of the governme
nt of the District of

Columbia is hereby authorized. Such program sh
all include, without

limitation, projects relating to activities to meet
 the needs of the pub-

lic in the fields of education, health, welfare, publi
c safety, recreation,

and other general government activities.

(b) (1) To assist in financing the cost of con
structing facilities re-

quired for activities financed by the general fu
nd of the District, the

Commissioners are hereby authorized to accept 
loans for the District

from the United States Treasury, and the Sec
retary of the Treasury

is hereby authorized to lend to the Commissio
ners such sums as may

hereafter be appropriated for such purpose, e
xcept that no loan made

under this subsection after June 30, 1967, 
shall cause the amount

which is required to be paid in any fiscal year
 out of the general fund

of the District as principal and interest on the
 aggregate indebtedness

of the District to exceed—
(89)
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(A) in the case of an amount required to be paid in a fiscalyear ending in (1968, 1969, or 1970] 1971 or 197,2 6 per centumof the general revenue of the District which the Commissionersestimate will be credited to the general fund of the District duringsuch fiscal year; or
(B) in the case of an amount required to be paid in a fiscalyear ending after June 30, [1970] 1972 [6] 8 per centum'of thegeneral revenue of the District credited to the general fund ofthe District for the fiscal year ending June 30, [1970] 1972.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA SALES TAX ACT

SEC. 114. (a) "Retail sale" and "sale at retail" mean the sale inany quantity or quantities of any tangible personal property orservice taxable under the terms of this title. Said term shall mean allsales of tangible personal property to any person for any purposeother than those in which the purpose of the purchaser is to resell theproperty so transferred in the form in which the same is, or is to be,received by him, or to use or incorporate the property so transferredas a material or part of other tangible personal property to be pro-duced for sale by manufacturing, assembling, processing, or refining.For the purpose of the tax imposed by this title, these terms shallinclude but shall not be limited to the following:

(6) The sale or charges for possession or use of any article of tangiblepersonal property granted under a lease or contract, regardless of thelength of time of such lease or contract or whether such lease or con-tract is oral or written; in such event, for the purposes of this title,such lease or contract shalt be considered the sale of such article andthe tax shall be computed and paid by the vendor upon the rentalpaid: Provided, however, That the gross proceeds from the rental offilms, records, or any type of sound transcribing to theaters and radioand television braodcasting stations shall not be considered a retailsale[: Provided further, That the gross proceeds from the rental oftextiles, the essential part of which rental includes recurring serviceof laundering or cleaning thereof, shall not be considered a retail sale].

IMPOSITION OF TAX
SEC. 125. A tax is imposed upon all vendors for the privilege ofselling at retail certain tangible personal property and for the privi-lege of selling certain selected services (defined as "retail sale" and"sale at retail" in this title). The rate of such tax shall be 4 per centumof the gross receipts from sales of or charges for such tangible per-sonal property and services, except that—

(1) the rate of tax shall be 2 per centum of the gross receiptsfrom (A) sales of food for human consumption off the premiseswhere such food is sold, (B) sales of or charges for the servicesdescribed in paragraph (11) of section 114(a) of this title, [and]
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(C) sales of medicines, pharmaceuticals, and drugs not made on

prescriptions of duly licensed physicians, surgeons, or other gen-

eral or special practitioners of the healing art, and (D) charges for

rental of textiles if the essential part of the rental includes recurring

services of laundering or cleaning of the textiles;
(2) the rate of tax shall be 5 per centum of the gross receipts

from sales of or charges for any room or rooms, lodgings, or

accommodations, furnished to transients by any hotel, inn, touris
t

camp, tourist cabin, or any other place in which rooms, lodgings
,

or accommodations are regularly furnished to transients; and

(3) the rate of tax shall be 5 per centum of the gross receipt
s

from sales of (A) spiritous or malt liquors, beer, and wines, and

(B) food for human consumption other than off the premises

where such food is sold.

EXEMPTIONS

SEC. 128. Gross receipts from the following sales shall be 
exempt

from the tax imposed by this title:
* * * * * * *

(r) Sales of textiles to persons who are engaged in the business of
 renting

such textiles, if the essential part of such business includes 
recurring

services of laundering or cleaning of the textiles.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA USE TAX ACT

TITLE II—COMPENSATING-USE TAX

DEFINITIONS

SECTION 201. (a) "Retail sale", "sale at retail" and "sol
d at retail"

means all sales in any quantity or quantities of tangib
le personal

property, whether make within or without the District,
 and services,

to any person for the purpose of use, storage, or consum
ption, within

the District, taxable under the terms of this title. These 
terms shall

mean all sales of tangible personal property to any 
person for any

purpose other than those in which the purpose of the 
purchaser is to

resell the property so transferred in the form in which
 the same is,

or is to be, received by him, or to use or incorporate 
the property so

transferred as a material or part of other tangible per
sonal property

to be produced for sale by manufacturing, assembling
, processing, or

refining. For the purpose of the tax imposed by this titl
e, these terms

shall include, but shall not be limited to, the following
:

(4) The sale or charges for possession or use of any article
 of tangible

personal property granted under a lease or contract, 
regardless of the

length of time of such lease or contract or whether suc
h lease or con-

tract is oral or written; in such event for the purpo
ses of this title,

such lease of contract shall be considered the sale of 
such article and
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the tax shall be computed and paid by the vendor upon the rentalpaid: Provided, however, That the gross proceeds from the rental offilms, records, or any type of sound transcribing to theaters and radioand television broadcasting stations shall not be considered a retailsale [: Provided further, That the gross 'proceeds from the rental oftextiles, the essential part of which rental includes recurring service oflaundering or cleaning thereof, shall not be considered a retail sale].

IMPOSITION OF TAX

SEC. 212. Beginning on and after the first day of the first monthsucceeding the sixtieth day after the approval of this Act, there ishereby imposed and there shall be paid by every vendor engaging inbusiness in the District and by every purchaser a tax on the use,storage, or consumption of any tangible personal property and servicessold or purchased at retail sale. The rate of tax imposed by this sectionshall be 4 per centum of the sales price of such tangible personalproperty or services, except that—
(1) the rate of tax shall be 2 per centum of the sales price of(A) sales of food for human consumption off the premises wheresuch food is sold, (B) sales of the services described in paragraph(9) of section 201(a) of this title, [and] (C) sales of medicines,pharmaceuticals, and drugs not made on prescriptions of dulylicensed physicians, surgeons, or other general or special prac-titioners of the healing art, and (D) charges for rental of textiles ifthe essential part of the rental includes recurring service of launder-ing or cleaning of the textiles;
(2) the rate of tax shall be 5 per centum of the sales price ofsales of any room or rooms, lodgings, or accommodations, fur-nished to transients by any hotel, inn, tourist camp, tourist cabin,or any other place in which rooms, lodgings, or accommodationsare regularly furnished to transients; and
(3) the rate of tax shall be 5 per centum of the sales price ofsales of (A) spiritous or malt liquors, beer, and wines, and (B)food for human consumption other than off the premises wheresuch food is sold.

ACT OF DECEMBER 24, 1942
AN ACT To define the real property exempt from taxation in the District of

Columbia

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of theUnited States of America in Congress assembled, That the real prop-erty exempt from taxation in the District of Columbia shall be thefollowing and none other:
SECTION 1. (a) * "

(h) Buildings belonging to and operated by institutions which arenot organized or operated for private gain, which are used for pur-poses of public charity principally in the District of Columbia. Forpurposes of this paragraph, any building—
(1) which is financed in whole or in part with (A) a mortgageinsured under section 221 (d)(3), (h), or (i) of the National Housing
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Act and receiving the benefits of the interest rate provided for in the,
proviso in section 221(d)(5) of such Act, or (B) a mortgage insured
under section 237 of such Act;
(2) with respect to which periodic assistance payments are made

under section 235 of the National Housing Act or interest reduction
payments are made under section 236 of such Act;
(3) with respect to which rent supplement payments are made under

section 101 of the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965;
(4) which is financed in whole or in part with a loan made under

section 202 of the Housing Act of 1959;
(5) which contains dwelling units constituting low-rent housing

in private accommodations within the meaning of section 23 of the
United States Housing Act of 1937; or
(6) with respect to which there is an outstanding rehabilitation

loan made under section 312 of the Housing Act of 1964,
shall not, so long ,as the mortgage or loan involved remains outstanding or
the assistance involved continues to be received, be considered a building
used for purposes of public charity; except that this sentence will not
apply to those organizations granted an exemption under this paragraph
before the date of enactment of this sentence.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA INCOME AND FRANCHISE

TAX ACT OF 1947

TITLE III—NET INCOME, GROSS INCOME AND EXCLUSIONS THERE-
FROM, AND DEDUCTIONS

SEC. 3. (a) DEDUCTIONS ALLOWED.—The following deductions shall
be allowed from gross income in computing net income:

(7) DEPRECIATION.—A reasonable allowance for exhaustion, wear,
and tear of property used in the trade or business, including a reason-
able allowance for obsolescence; and including in the case of natural
resources allowances for depletion as permitted by reasonable rules

and regulations which the Commissioners are hereby authorized to
promulgate. The basis upon which such allowances are to be com-

puted is the basis provided for in title XI, section 6, of this article.

In the case of property held by any taxpayer on the first day of his first

taxable year beginning after December 31,1,168, which, on such first day,

was property described in this paragraph, any reduction in the basis of

such property for purposes of computing the allowance under this para-

graph which resulted from the enactment of the District of Columbia

Revenue Act of 1969 shall be treated as an additional depreciation de-

duction which shall (subject to paragraph (14)) be allowable under this

paragraph ratably over such period (beginning not earlier than the first

taxable year of the taxpayer which begins after December 31, 1968), not

to exceed 10 taxable years, as may be agreed upon by the taxpayer and

the Commissioner."
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TITLE XI—BASES

SEC. 1. BASIS FOR DETERMINING GAIN OR Loss.—The basis for
determining the gain or loss from the sale or other disposition of
property shall be [the same basis as that provided] determined in
accordance with the provisions for determining gain or loss under the
Internal Reveue Code of 1954.

SEC. 6. DEPRECIATION.—The basis used in determining the amount
allowable as a deduction from gross income under the provisions of
section 3(a) (7) of title III of this article shall be (the same basis as
that provided] determined in accordance with the provisions for deter-
mining the gain from the sale or other disposition of property for
Federal income tax purposes under the Internal Revenue Code of 1954.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC EDUCATION ACT

SEC. 107. In the administration of—
(1) the Act of August 30, 1890 (7 U.S.C. 321-326, 328) (known

as the Second Morrill Act),
(2) the tenth paragraph under the heading "EMERGENCY

APPROPRIATIONS" in the Act of March 4, 1907 (7 U.S.C. 322)
(known as the Nelson Amendment),
(3) section 22 of the Act of June 29, 1935 (7 U.S.C. 329) (known

as the Bankhead-Jones Act),
(4) the Act of March 4, 1940 (7 U.S.C. 331), [and]
(5) the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621-

1629), and
(6) section 108(b) of this Act,

the Federal City College (shall] and the Washington Technical
Institute shall each be considered to be a college established for the
benefit of agriculture and the mechanic arts in accordance with the
provisions of the Act of July 2, 1862 (7 U.S.C. 301-305, 307, 308)
(known as the First Morrill Act); and the term "State" as used in
the laws and provisions of law listed in the preceding paragraphs of
this section shall include the District of Columbia.

Sec. 109. (a) In the administration of the Act of May 8, 1914
(7 U.S.C. 341-346, 347a-349) (known as the Smith-Lever Act)—

(1) the Federal City College [shall] and the Washington Tech-
nical Institute shall each be considered to be a college establishedfor the benefit of agriculture and the mechanic arts in accordance
with the provisions of the Act of July 2, 1862 (7 U.S.C. 301-305,
307, 308); and
(2) the term "State" as used in such Act of May 8, 1914, shall

include the District of Columbia, except that the District of Co-
lumbia shall not be eligible to receive any sums appropriated
under section 3 of such Act.

(b) In lieu of an authorization of appropriations for the Districtof Columbia under section 3 of such Act of May 8, 1914, there is
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authorized to be appropriated to the District of Columbia such sums
as may be necessaiy to provide cooperative agricultural extension
work in the District of Columbia under such Act. For the fiscal years
ending June 30, 1969, and June 30, 1970, sums appropriated under
this subsection may be used to pay the total cost of providing such
extension work; and for each fiscal yeaa thereafter such sums may
be used to pay no more than one-half of such cost. Any reference in
such Act (other than section 3 thereof) to funds appropriated under
such Act shall in the case of the District of Columbia be considered
a reference to funds appropriated under this subsection.
(c) Four per centum of the sums appropriated under subsection

(b) for each fiscal year shall be allotted to the Federal Extension
Service of the Department of Agriculture for administrative, tech-
nical, and other services provided by the Service in carrying out the
purposes of this section.
SEC. 110. Grants to the District of Columbia under the Acts referred to

in section 107 and under section 109(b) and the earnings of sums appro-
priated under section 108(b) shall be shared equally between the Federal
City College and the Washington Technical Institute.
SEC. [1.1031 111. The enactment of sections 107 and 109 of this title

shall, as respects the District of Columbia, be deemed to satisfy any
requirement of State consent contained in any of the laws or provisions
of law referred to in such sections.

ACT OF MARCH 3, 1901

SEC. 937. DEDUCTION FOR GOOD CONDUCT.—All persons sentenced
to and imprisoned in [the jail or in the workhouse of the District of
Columbia] facilities operated by the District of Columbia Department of
Corrections and confined there for a term of one month or longer who
conduct themselves so that no charge of misconduct shall be sustained
against them shall have a deduction upon a sentence of not more than
one year of five days for each month; upon a sentence of more than
one year and less than three years, six days for each month; upon a
sentence of not less than three years and less than five years, seven
days for each month; upon a sentence of not less than five years and
less than ten years, eight days for each month; and upon a sentence
of ten years or more, ten days for each month, and shall be entitled
to their discharge so much the earlier upon the certificate of the
superintendent [of the Washington Asylum and Jail for those con-
fined in the jail, and upon the certificate of the superintendent of the
workhouse for those confined in the workhouse,] of the particular fa-
cility in which they are confined of their good conduct during their
imprisonment. When a prisoner has two or more sentences the aggre-
gate of his several sentences shall be the basis upon which his deduc-
tion shall be estimated.
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ACT OF JUNE 10, 1910

AN ACT To require that all inmates of the workhouse and reformatory for the
District of Columbia shall be returned to and released in said District

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That hereafter all inmates
of [the workhouse and reformatory for the District of Columbia]
facilities operated by the District of Columbia Department of Corrections
shall be returned to and released in said District on the day of the
expiration of sentence.

FIRST SECTION OF THE ACT OF JUNE 5, 1920

CHARITIES AND CORRECTIONS

REFORMATORY: Assistant superintendent, $1,800; chief clerk,
$1,200; assistant clerk and stenographer, $1,000; steward, $1,500;
captain of day officers, $1,200; six instructors, at $1,200 each; ten
day officers, at $900 each; captain of night force, $1,080; six night
officers at $720 each; parole officer, $1,200; overseer, $1,200; in
all, $30,700;
For continuing construction of permanent buildings, including

sewers, water mains, roads, and necessary equipment of industrial
railroad, $50,000;
For maintenance, including superintendence, custody, clothing,

guarding, care, and support of inmates; rewards for fugitives; pro-
visions, subsistence, medicine and hospital instruments, furniture,
and quarters for guards and other employees and inmates; purchase
of tools and equipment; purchase and maintenance of farm imple-
ments, live stock, tools, equipment; transportation and means of
transportation; maintenance and operation of means of transporta-
tion; supplies and labor, and all other necessary items, $55,000;
For fuel for maintenance, $8,000;
In all, $143,700, which sum shall be expended under the direction

of the commissioners.
Hereafter the commissioners are authorized, under such regulations

as they may prescribe, to sell the surplus products of [the workhouse
and the reformatory] facilities operated by the District of Columbia
Department of Corrections. All moneys derived from such sales shall be
paid into the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the
United States and to the credit of the District of Columbia in the
same proportions as the appropriations for such institutions are paid
from the Treasury of the United States and the revenues of the
District of Columbia.
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FIRST SECTION OF THE ACT OF FEBRUARY 28, 1923

CHARITIES AND CORRECTIONS

REFORMATORY.

Salaries: Assistant superintendent, $1,800; chief clerk, $1,2C0; as-
sistant clerk and stenographer, $1,000; steward, $1,500; captain of
day officers, $1,200; six instructors, at $1,200 each; sixteen day officers,
at $900 each; captain of night force, $1,080; nine night officers, at
$720 each; parole officer, $1,200; overseer, $1,200; in all, $38,260;
For continuing construction of permanent buildings, including

sewers, water mains, roads, and necessary equipment of industrial
railroad, $30,000;
For maintenance, custody, clothing, care, and support of inmates;

rewards for fugitives; provisions, subsistence, medicine and hospital
instruments, furniture, and quarters for guards and other employees
and inmates; purchase of tools and equipment; purchase and main-
tenance of farm implements, live stock, tools, equipment; transporta-
tion and means of transportation; maintenance and operation of
means of transportation; supplies and labor, and all other necessary
items, $56,000, and all moneys hereafter received [at the reformatory]
at facilities operated by the District of Columbia Department of Corrections
as income thereof from the sale of brooms to the various branches
of the government of the District of Columbia shall remain available
for the purchase of material for the manufacture of additional brooms
to be similarly disposed of;
For fuel, $7,740;
For material for repairs to buildings, roads, and walks, $4,000;
In all, $136,000, which shall be expended under the direction of

the commissioners.

ACT OF MARCH 16, 1926

SEC. 6. That the board shall have complete and exclusive control
and management of the following institutions of the District of
Columbia: (a) The workhouse at Occoquan in the State of Vir-
ginia; [(b) the reformatory at Lorton in the State of Virginia;]
(c) (b) the Washington Asylum and Jail; [(d)] (c) the National

Training School for Girls, in the District of Columbia and at Muirkirk
in the State of Maryland; [(e)] (d) the Gallinger Municipal Hospital;
[(f)] (e) the Tuberculosis Hospital; [(g)] (f) the Home for the Aged
and Infirm; [(h)] (g) the Municipal Lodging House; [(i)] (h) the
Industrial Home School; [(j)] (i) the Industrial Home School for
Colored Children; L (k)] (j) District Training School in Anne Arundel
County, in the State of Maryland.

53-071-70 7
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ACT OF JUNE 27, 1946

AN ACT To create a Department of Corrections in the District of Columbia

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the
United States of American in Congress assembled, That there is hereby-
created in and for the District of Columbia a Department of Correc-
tions to be in charge of a Director who shall be appointed by the
Commissioners of the District of Columbia.
SEC. 2. Said Department of Corrections under the general direction

and supervision of the Commissioners of the District of Columbia
shall have charge of the management and regulation of the Work-
house at Occoquan in the State of Virginia, [the Reformatory at
Lorton in the State of Virginia,] and the Washington Asylum and
Jail, and be responsible for the safekeeping, care, protection, instruc-
tion, and discipline of all persons committed to such institutions.
The Department of Corrections with the approval of the Commis-
sioners shall have power to promulgage rules and regulations for the
government of such institutions and to establish and conduct in-
dustries, farms, and other activities, to classify the inmates, and to
provide for their proper treatment, care, rehabilitation, and
reformation.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA LAW ENFORCEMENT ACT OF
1953

* * * * * * *

NOTICE OF RELEASE OF PRISONERS

SEC. 304 (a) Whenever the United States Board of Parole [of the
District of Columbia] has authorized the release of a prisoner [under
section 4 of the Act entitled "An Act to establish a Board of Inde-
terminate Sentence and Parole for the District of ColumbiA and to
determine its functions, and for other purposes", approved July 15,
1932, as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 24-204), or the United States
Board of Parole has authorized the release of a prisoner under section
6 of that Act, as amended (D.C. Code, sec. 24-206)] convicted in the
District of Columbia, it shall notify the Chief of Police of that fact as
far in advance of the prisoner's release as possible.
(b) Except in cases covered by subsection (a) of this section, notice

that a prisoner under sentence of six months or more is to be released
* from an institution under the management and regulation of the
Director of the Department of Corrections shall be given to the
Chief of Police as far in advance of the prisoner's release as possible.
(c) Except in cases covered by subsection (a) of this section, the

Attorney General shall give notice to the Chief of Police as far in advance
as possible, whenever a prisoner who has been convicted in the Bistrict of
Columbia and is under sentence of six months or more is to be released
from an institution under the management and regulation of the Attorney
General.
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ACT OF JUNE 1, 1957

AN ACT To permit any State of the United States or any political subdivision oi
any such State to purchase from the District of Columbia Reformatory at
Lorton, Virginia, gun mountings and carriages for guns for use at historic sites
and for museum display purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That any State of the United
States of any political subdivision of any such State is authorized to
purchase from the [District of Columbia Reformatory located at,
Lorton, Virginia, at fair market prices determined by the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia] facilities under the management
and regulations of the Attorney General at Lorton, Virginia, at fair market
prices determined by the Attorney General. gun mountings and carriages
for guns for use at historic sites and for museum display purposes. [Re-
ceipts from sales authorized under this Act shall be deposited to the
credit of the working capital fund established for the industrial
enterprises at the workhouse and reformatory of the District of
Columbia to the same extent and in the same manner as provided for
receipts from the sale of products and services of such industrial
enterprises in the last paragraph under the heading "Adult Correc-
tional Service" in the first section of the District of Columbia Appro-
priation Act,, 1947 (60 Stat. 514)1

ACT OF MARCH 2, 1911
* * * * *

CHARITIES AND CORRECTIONS

WORKHOUSE: For the following purposes in connection with.
removal of jail and workhouse prisoneis from the District of Colum-
bia to the site acquired for a workhouse in the State of Virginia, in-
accordance with the provisions of existing law, including superin-
tendence, custody, clothing, guarding, maintenance, care, and sup-
port of said prisoners; subsistence, furniture, and quarters for
guards and other employees and inmates; the purchase and main-
tenance of farm implements, live stock, seeds, and miscellaneous
items, tools and equipment; transportation and the means of trans-
portation; the maintenance and operation of the means of trans-
portation; and supplies and personal services, and all other necessary
items, one hundred and ninety-three thousand dollars, of which
sum eighty thousand dollars shall be immediately available: [Pro-
vided, That the United States District Court for the District of
Columbia, the Attoiney General, and the warden of the District of

Columbia Jail, when so requested by the Commissionem of the Dis-

trict of Columbia, shall deliver into the custody of the superintendent
or the authorized deputy or deputies of said superintendent of said
workhouse, male and female plisonats sentenced to confinement in said
jail for offenses against the common law or against statutes or ordi-
nances relating to the District of Columbia, and, in the discretion

of the supreme court of the District of Columbia and the Attorney
General, male and female prisoneis serving sentence in said jail for

offenses against the United States, for the purposes named in the
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law authorizing the acquisition of the site for said workhouse and
such other work or services as may be necessary, in the discretion
of the Commissioners of said District, in connection with the con-
struction, maintenance, and operation of said workhouse, or the
prosecution of any other public work at said institution or in the
District of Columbia: Provided further, That, on the direction of
said commissioners, male and female prisoners confined in any exist-
ing workhouse or in the Washington Asylum and Jail of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall be delivered into the custody of said superin-
tendent or the authorized deputy or deputies of said superintendent
aforesaid, to perform similar work or services to those hereinbefore
required of male and female prisoners serving sentences in the Dis-
t/ ict of Columbia Jail: Provided further, That the Commissioners
of the District of Columbia are hereby vested with jurisdiction
over such male and female prisoners from the time they are so
delivered into the custody of said superintendent or the duly author-
ized deputy or deputies of said superintendent, including the time
when such prisoners are in transit between the District of Columbia
and the site acquired for such workhouse, and during the period
such prisoners are on such site or in the District of Columbia until
they are released or discharged under due process of law: Provided
further,] That all the authority, duties, discretion, ad powers
now vested in the Attorney General of the United States, by law,
in relation to the support of prisoners sentenced to confinement
in the jail of the District, including the custody of the jail build-
ing, grounds, and appurtenances, and authority over the warden
and employees thereof, and in relation to and accounting for all
appropriations in connection with such prisoners, jail, warden,
and employees, are hereby transferred to and vested in the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia, to take effect and be in
force on and after the first day of July, nineteen hundred and eleven,
and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are hereby author-
ized and directed to receive and keep in the jail of the District of
Columbia all other prisoners committed thereto for offenses against
the United States: Provided further, That the jail of the District of
Columbia and the Washington Asylum of said District, on and after
the first day of July, nineteen hundred and eleven, shall be combined
as one institution, known as the Washington Asylum and Jail; and
the Commissioners of said District are hereby authorized to appoint
a superintendent of said institution, at a compensation of one thou-
sand eight hundred dollars per annum, and the positions of warden
of the jail and superintendent of the institution now known as
Washington Asylum are abolished on and after said date; and all
the duties, discretion, and powers now vested in and exercised by the
warden of the jail of said District and the superintendent of the present
Washington Asylum are hereby transferred to and vested in the
superintendent herein provided for, who shall give bond to the
District of Columbia for the faithful performance of the duties of
his office, as are now or may hereafter be prescribed, in the penal
sum of five thousand dollars, with surety or sureties to be approved
by said commissioners: Provided further, That whenever and wher-
ever authority of law exists to sentence, commit, order committed,
or confine any person to or in said jail or asylum, said authority
shall, on, from, and after July first nineteen hundred and eleven,
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be exercised by sentence, commitment, order of commitment, or

confinement to or in said Washington Asylum and Jail: Provided

further, That all of the powers, 
duties, 

and authority now vested in

the supreme court of the District of Columbia in relation to the

appointment and removal of the warden of the jail of the District

of Columbia, and in relation to the making of rules for the govern-

ment and discipline of the prisoners confined in the jail, are hereby

transferred to and vested in the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia, who shall also have the authority heretofore vested in

the warden to appoint subordinate officers, guards, and employees,

without the approval of the chief justice of the supreme court of

the District of Columbia: Provided further, That the Commission
-

ers of the District of Columbia, are hereby authorized, under suc
h

regulations as they may prescribe, to sell to the various department
s

and institutions of the government of the District of Columbia th
e

products of said workhouse, and all moneys derived from, such sales

shall be paid into the Treasury, one-half to the credit of the Unite
d

States and one-half to the credit of the District of Columbia.

ACT OF SEPTEMBER 1, 1916

CHARITIES AND CORRECTIONS

[REFORMATORY: For construction of temporary quarters, including

necessary furniture and equipment for the care of two hundred in-

mates, $5,000;
[For beginning construction of permanent buildings, including

sewers, water mains, roads, and necessary equipment of industrial

railroad, $45,000;
For maintenance, including superintendence, custody, clothing,

guarding, care and support of inmates; rewards for fugitives; pro-

visions, subsistence, medicine and hospital instruments, furniture, and

quarters for guards and other employees and inmates; purchase of

tools and equipment; purchase and maintenance of farm implements,

live stock, tools, equipment; transportation and means of transpor-

tation; maintenance and operation of means of transportation;

supplies and personal services, and all other necessary items, $50,000:

Provided, That whenever any person has been convicted of crime in

any court in the District of Columbia and sentenced to imprisonment

for more than one year by the court, the imprisonment during the

term for which he may have been sentenced or during the residue of

said term may be in some suitable jail or penitentiary or in the reform-

atory of the District of Columbia, above referred to; and it shall be

sufficient for the court to sentence the defendant to imprisonment in

the penitentiary without specifying the particular prison or the

reformatory of the District of Columbia and the imprisonment shall

be in such penitentiary, jail, or the reformatory of the District of

Columbia as the Attorney General shall from time to time designate:

Provided further, That the commissioners are vested with jurisdiction

over such male and female prisoners as may be designated by the
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Attorney General for confinement in the reformatory of the District of
Columbia from the time they are delivered into their custody or into
the custody of their authorized superintendent, deputy, or deputies,
and until such prisoners are released or discharged under due process
of law: And provided further, That the residue of the term of imprison-
ment of any person who has heretofore been convicted of crime in
any court in the District of Columbia and sentenced to imprisonment
for more than one year by the court may be in the reformatory of the
District of Columbia instead of the penitentiary where such persons
may be confined when this Act takes effect, and the Attorney General,
when so requested by the Commissioners of the District of Columbia,
is authorized to, and he shall, deliver into the custody of the super-
intendent of said reformatory or his deputy or deputies any such
person confined in any penitentiary in pursuance of any judgment
of conviction in and sentence by any court in the District of Columbia,
and the Commissioners of the District of Columbia are vested with
jurisdiction over such prisoners from the time they are delivered into
the custody of said superintendent or his duly authorized deputy or
deputies, including the time when they are in transit between such
penitentiary and the reformatory of the District of Columbia, and
during the period they are in such reformatory or until they are
released or discharged under due process of law. The Attorney
General shall pay the cost of the maintenance of said prisoners so
transferred, said payment to be from appropriations for support of
convicts, District of Columbia, in like manner as payments are now
made for the support of District convicts in Federal penitentiaries.
Nothing herein contained shall be construed as applying to the
National Training School for Boys or the National Training School for
Girls. The provisions of this paragraph shall take effect on and after
July first, nineteen hundred and sixteen;

For fuel for maintenance, $5,000;
For enlargement of the central power plant to furnish light, power,

and water to the reformatory and workhouse, $20,000;
For refrigerating and ice plant for the combined use of the reform-

atory and workhouse, $4,000;
[In all, $129,000, which sum shall be expended under the direction

of the commissioners.]

THE FIRST SECTION OF THE ACT OF MARCH 3, 1915

JUDICIAL
*

UNITED STATES COURTS
* * * * * * *

[For the fiscal year nineteen hundred and sixteen and thereafter thecost of the care and custody of District of Columbia convicts in anyFederal penitentiary shall be charged against the District of Columbiain quarterly accounts to be rendered by the disbursing officer of said
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penitentiary; and the amount to be charged against the District of

Columbia shall be ascertained by multiplying the average daily

number of District of Columbia convicts confined in the penitintiary

during the quarter by the per capita cost for all prisoners in such peni
-

tentiary for the same quarter but excluding expenses of construction

or extraordinary repair of buildings.
The cost of the care and custody of persons 'convicted of violations of

laws applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia and committed t
o

Federal penal or correctional institutions shall be charged against th
e

District of Columbia in quarterly accounts to be rendered by the Attor
ney

General of the United States. The amount to be charged against 
the

District of Columbia shall be ascertained by multiplying the average 
daily

number of such persons in the particular institution during the quart
er by

the per capita cost for all prisoners in the same institution for the sa
me

quarter, but excluding expenses of construction or extraordinary rep
air

of buildings.

ACT OF JULY 15, 1932

[SEc. 4. (a) Whenever it shall appear to the Board of Parole that

there is a reasonable probability that a prisoner will live and remain
 at

liberty without violating the law, that his release is not incompa
tible

with the welfare of society, and that he has served the mini
mum

sentence imposed or the prescribed portion of his sentence, as
 the

case may be, the Board may authorize his release on parole upon
 such

terms and conditions as the Board shall from time to time presc
ribe.

While on parole, a prisoner shall remain in the legal custody and
 under

the control of the Attorney General of the United States or his a
uthor-

ized representative until the expiration of the maximum of th
e term

or terms specified in his sentence without regard to good time
 allow-

ance.
[(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of subsection (a) 

of this

section, the Board of Parole may, subject to the approva
l of the

Board of Commissioners of the District of Columbia, p
romulgate

rules and regulations under which the Board of Parole, 
in its discre-

tion, may discharge a parolee from supervision prior to the
 expiration

of the maximum term or terms for which he was sentenc
ed.]

(SEC. 5. If said Board of Indeterminate Sentence and 
Parole, or

any member thereof, shall have reliable information t
hat a prisoner

has violated his parole, said Board or any member 
thereof, at any

time within the term or terms of the prisoner's sentenc
e, may issue a

warrant to any officer hereinafter authorized to execute 
the same for

the retaking of such prisoner. Any officer of the District 
of Columbia

penal institutions, any officer of the Metropolitan Polic
e Department

of the District of Columbia, or any Federal officer au
thorized to serve

criminal process within the United States to whom 
such warrant

shall be delivered is authorized and required to execut
e such warrant

by taking such prisoner and returning or removing hi
m to the penal

institution of the District of Columbia from which h
e was paroled

or to such penal or correctional institution as may be
 designated by

the Attorney General of the United States.]
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SEC. 5 Any officer of a facility of the District of Columbia Departmentof Corrections or any officer of the Metropolitan Police Department towhom a warrant of the United States Board of Parole for the retaking of aparole violator is delivered, shall execute the warrant by taking suchprisoner and returning him to the custody of the Attorney General.[SEC. 6. When a prisoner has been retaken upon a warrant issuedby the Board of Parole, he shall be given an opportunity to appearbefore the Board, a member thereof, or an examiner designatedby the Board. At such hearing he may be represented by counsel.The Board may then, or at any time in its discretion, terminate theparole or modify the terms and conditions thereof. If the orderof parole shall be revoked, the prisoner, unless subsequently reparoled,shall serve the remainder of the sentence originally imposed lessany commutation for good conduct which may be earned by himafter his return to custody. For the purpose of computing commu-tation for good conduct, the remainder of the sentence originallyimposed shall be considered as a new sentence. The time a prisonerwas on parole shall not be taken into account to diminish the timefor which he was sentenced.
[In the event a prisoner is confined in, or as a parolee is returnedto a penal or correctional institution other than a penal or correctionalinstitution of the District of Columbia, the Board of Parole createdby the Act of May 13, 1930 (ch. 255, 46 Stat. 272; 18 U.S.C. 723a),shall have and exercise the same power and authority as the Board ofParole of the District of Columbia had the prisoner been confined inor returned to a penal or correctional institution of the District ofColumbia.
(SEC. 7. That all Acts or parts of Acts inconsistent with the pro-visions of the Act are hereby repealed: Provided, however, That forany felony committed before this Act takes effect, the penalty,sentence, or forfeiture provided by law for such felony at the timesuch felony was committed shall remain in full force and effect andshall be imposed, notwithstanding this Act.]

[SEC. 9. The power of the Board of Parole shall extend to allprisoners whose sentences exceed one hundred and eighty days regard-less of the nature of the offense: Provided, That in the case of a prisonerconvicted of an offense other than a felony, including violations ofmunicipal regulations and ordinances and Acts of Congress in thenature of municipal regulations and ordinances, the prisoner may notbe paroled until he has served one-third of the sentence imposed, andin the case of two or more sentences for other than a felony, no parolemay be granted until after the prisoner has served one-third of theaggregate sentences imposed.
[SEC. 10. The Board of Parole created by the Act of Congressentitled "An Act to amend an Act providing for the parole of UnitedStates prisoners, approved June 25, 1910, as amended", approvedMay 13, 1930, shall have and exercise the same power and authorityover prisoners convicted in the District of Columbia of crimes againstthe United States and now or hereafter confined in any United Statespenitentiary or prison (other than the penal institutions of the Districtof Columbia) as is vested in the Board of Indeterminate Sentence andParole over prisoners confined in the penal institutions of the Districtof Columbia.]

4S•
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ACT OF JULY 17, 1947

AN ACT To reorganize the system of parole of prisoners convicted in the
District of Columbia

(Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in; Congress assembled, That a Board of Parole for the
penal and correctional institutions of the District of Columbia is hereby
created to consist of three members appointed by the Commissioners
of the District of Columbia, one of whom shall serve on a full-time
basis and be designated by the Commissioners as Parole Executive.
The other two members shall serve without compensation, one of
whom shall be elected Chairman of the said Board. The Board of
Parole shall select its own Chairman and shall have power to establish
rules and regulations for its procedure.
(SEC. 2. Upon appointment of the members of the Board of Parole,

the powers of the Board of Indeterminate Sentence and Parole created
by the Act of July 15, 1932 (ch. 492, 47 Stat. 696, title 24, D.C. Code,
sec. 201), not specifically repealed by this Act, shall be transferred to
and vested in the Board of Parole. The officers and employees of
the Board of Indeterminate Sentence and Parole, except the members
thereof, together with all official records, furniture and supplies, and
al] unexpended balances of any appropriations, shall be transferred to
the Board of Parole. It shall be the duty of the parole executive to
prepare for the consideration of the Board of Parole all applications
of prisoners for parole in such form and at such times and together
with such information and records as the Board of Parole may require,
to perform such administrative duties as the Board may prescribe, and
to supervise prisoners on parole in accordance with the terms and
conditions prescribed by the Board. The Department of Corrections,
and all other agencies and officials of the District shall cooperate with
the Board and shall furnish the Board with such information, files,
and records as it may deem necessary in the performance of its duties:
Provided, That confidential information and records shall not be re-
quired to be produced.
[SEc. 3. Section 4 of the Act of July 15, 1932 (ch. 492, 47 Stat. 697;

title 24, D.C. Code, sec. 204), as amended by the Act of June 6, 1940
(ch. 254, 54 Stat. 242), is amended as follows:
["SEc. 4. Whenever it shall appear to the Board of Parole that there

is a reasonable probability that a prisoner will live and remain at
liberty without violating the law, that his release is not incompatible
with the welfare of society, and that he has served the minimum
sentence imposed or the prescribed portion of his sentence, as the
case may be, the Board may authorize his release on parole upon such
terms and conditions as the Board shall from time to time prescribe.
While on parole, a prisoner shall remain in the legal custody and under
the control of the Attorney General,of the United States or his author-
ized representative until the expiration of the maximum of the term
or terms specified in his sentence without regard to good time allow-
ance."
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[SEC. 4. When by reason of his training and response to the rehabili-
tation program of the Department of Corrections it appears to the
Board that there is a reasonable probability that a prisoner will live
and remain at liberty without violating the law, and that his imme-
diate release is not incompatible with the welfare of society, but he
has not served his minimum sentence, the Board in its discretion may
apply to the court imposing sentence for a reduction of his minimum
sentence. The court shall have jurisdiction to act upon the application
at any time prior to the expiration of the minimum sentence and no
hearing shall be required. If a prisoner is serving a sentence for a
crime for which a minimum sentence is prescribed by section 3 (b) of
the Act entitled "An Act to establish a Board of Indeterminate
Sentence and Parole for the District of Columbia and to determine its
fun tions, and for other purposes," approved July 15, 1932, as amended,
hiscminimum sentence shall not be reduced under this section below
hte minimum sentence so prescribed.
(SEC. 5. Section 6 of the Act of July 15, 1932 (ch. 492,47 Stat. 698;

title 24, D. C. Code, sec. 206), as amended by the Act of June 6, 1940
(ch. 254, 54 Stat. 242), is amended as follows:
["SEc. 6. When a prisoner has been retaken upon a warrant issued

by the Board of Parole, he shall be given an opportunity to appear
before the Board, a member thereof, or an examiner designated
by the Board. At such hearing he may be represented by counsel.
The Board may then, or at any time in its discretion, terminate the
parole or modify the terms and conditions thereof. If the order of
parole shall be revoked, the prisoner, unless subsequently reparoled,
shall serve the remainder of the sentence originally imposed less
any commutation for good conduct which may be earned by him
after his return to custody. For the purpose of computing commu-
tation for good conduct, the remainder of the sentence originally
imposed shall be considered as a new sentence. The time a prisoner
was on parole shall not be taken into account to diminish the time
for which he was sentenced.
("In the event a prisoner is confined in, or as a parolee is returned

to a penal or correctional institution other than a penal or correctional
institution of the District of Columbia, the Board of Parole created
by the Act of May 13, 1930 (ch. 255, 46 Stat. 272; 18 U. S. C. 723a),
shall have and exercise the same power and authority as the Board of
Parole of the District of Columbia had the prisoner been confined in
or returned to a penal or correctional institution of the District of
Columbia."
[SEc. 6. Section 9 of the Act of July 15, 1932 (ch. 492, 47 Stat. 698;

title 24, D.C. Code, sec. 208), as amended by the Act of June 6, 1940
(ch. 254, 54 Stat. 242), is amended as follows:
["SEc. 9. The power of the Board of Parole shall extend to all

prisoners whose sentences exceed one hundred and eighty days regard-
less of the nature of the offense: Provided, That in the case of a
prisoner convicted of an offense other than a felony, including viola-
tions of municipal regulations and ordinances and Acts of Congress
in the nature of municipal regulations and ordinances, the prisoner
may not be paroled until he has served one-third of the sentence
imposed, and in the case of two or more sentences for other than a
felony, no parole may be granted until after the prisoner has served
one-third of the aggregate sentences imposed."

44,
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(SEC. 7. Section 1 of the Act of July 15, 1932 (ch. 492, 47 Stat. 696;
title 24, D.C. Code, sec. 201), and section 2 of the said Act as amended
by the Act of June 6, 1940 (ch. 254, 54 Stat. 242; title 24, D.C. Code,
Sec. 202), are hereby repealed.]

TITLE 18, UNITED STATES CODE

§4202. Prisoners eligible.
A Federal or District of Columbia prisoner, other than a juvenile

delinquent or a committed youth offender, wherever confined and
serving a definite term or terms of over one hundred and eighty days,
whose record shows that he has observed the rules of the institution
in which he is confined, may be released on parole aft3r serving

4 one-third of such term or terms or after serving fifteen years of a
life sentence or of a sentence of over forty-five years.

§ 4205. Retaking parole violator under warrant; time to serve
undiminished.

A warrant for the retaking of any United States or District of
Columbia prisoner who has violated his parole, may be issued only by
the Board of Parole or a member thereof and within the maximum
term or terms for which he was sentenced. The unexpired term of
imprisonment of any such prisoner shall begin to run from the date
he is returned to the custody of the Attorney General under said
warrant, and the time the prisoner was on parole shall not diminish
the time he was sentenced to serve.

§ 5025. Applicability to the District of Columbia.

(a) The Commissioner of the District of Columbia is authorized to
provide facilities and personnel for the treatment and rehabilitation
of youth offenders convicted of violations of any law of the United
States applicable exclusively to the District of Columbia or to contract
with the Director of the Bureau of Prisons for their treatment and

rehabilitation, the cost of which may be paid from the appropriation

for the District of Columbia.
(b) [When facilities of the District of Columbia are utilized by the

Attorney General for the treatment and rehabilitation of] The Director

of the Bureau of Prisons may contract with the District of Columbia for

the treatment, rehabilitation or supervision of youth offenders committed

to the custody of the Attorney General by courts in the District of Columbia.

With respect to youth offenders convicted in the District of Columbia of

violations of laws of the United States not applicable exclusively to the

District of Columbia, the cost shall be paid from the "Appropriation for

Support of United States Prisoners."
[(c) All youth offenders committed to institutions of the District of

Columbia shall be under the supervision of the Commissioner of the

District of Columbia, and he shall provide for their maintenance,

treatment, rehabilitation, supervision, conditional release, and dis-

charge in conformity with the objectives of this chapter.]
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§ 5026. Parole of other offenders not affected.
Nothing in this chapter shall be construed as repealing or modifying

the duties, power, or authority of the Board of Parole[, or of the Board
of Parole of the District of Columbia,] with respect to the parole of
United States prisoners, or prisoners convicted in the District of
Columbia, [ respectively] not held to be committed youth offenders
or juvenile delinquents.

ACT OF SEPTEMBER 21, 1966

AN ACT To declare the Old Georgetown Market a historic landmark and to
require its preservation and continued use as a public market, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That the real property, together
with all structures thereon on the date of enactment of this Act,
described as lot 800, square 1186, of the District of Columbia, com-
monly known as the Old Georgetown Market, , is hereby declared a
historic landmark, and the Board of Commissioners of the District of
Columbia are authorized and directed to preserve such property as a
historic landmark and to operate and maintain it as a public market,
except that the Board is authorized to enter into an agreement with
the Secretary of the Interior to provide for the use of a portion of such
property as a museum to be operated by the Secretary in connection
with the Chesapeake and Ohio Canal. Such property shall not be used
under authority of any provision of law for any purpose not provided
in this Act, unless (1) such law is enacted after the date of enactment
of this Act and (2) specifically authorizes such property to be used
for such other purpose.

SEC. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of this Act,
there are authorized to be appropriated to the District of Columbia
such sums as may be necessary[, but not to exceed in the aggregate,
$150,000].

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA MINIMUM WAGE ACT

EXEMPTIONS

SEC. 4. (a) The minimum wage and overtime provisions of section
3 shall not apply with respect to—

(1) any employee employed in a.bona fide executive, adminis-
trative, or professional capacity, or in the capacity of outside
salesman (as such terms are defined by the Secretary of Labor
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938) ; or
(2) any employee engaged in the delivery of newspapers to the

home of the consumer.
(b) The overtime provisions of section 3(b) (1) shall not apply with

respect to—
(1) any employee employed as a seaman;
(2) any employee employed by a railroad;
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(3) any salesman, partsman, or mechanic primarily engaged
in selling or servicing automobiles trailers, or trucks if employed
by a nonmanufactunng establishment primarily engaged in the
business of selling such vehicles to ultimate purchasers;
(4) any employee employed primarily to wash automobiles by

an employer, more than 50 percent of whose annual dollar volume
of sales is derived from washing automobiles, if for such em-
ployee's employment in excess of one hundred and sixty hours in
a period of four consecutive workweeks, such employee receives
compensation at a rate not less than one and one-half times the
regular rate at which he is employed; [or]
(5) any employee employed as an attendant at a parking lot

or parking garage (.];or
(6) any employee with respect to whom the Interstate Commerce

Commission has power to establish qualifications and maximum
hours of service pursuant to the provisions of section 204 of part II
of the Interstate Commerce Act.

REVISIONS OF WAGE ORDERS

SEC. 6. (a) At any time after a wage rate within a wage order has been
in effect for one year the Commissioners may on their own motion
reconsider [the wage rates] such wage rate set in such wage order. If,
after investigation, the Commissioners are of the opinion that any
substantial number of workers in the occupation covered by such wage
order are receiving wages insufficient to provide edequate maintenance
and to protect health they may convene an ad hoc advisory committee
for the purpose of considering and inquiring into and reporting to the
Commissioners on the subject investigated by the Commissioners and

submitted by them to such committee.
(b) The committee shall be composed of not more than three

persons representing the employers in such occupation, of an equal

number representing the employees in such occupation, and of not

more than three persons representing the public [, and one or more

representatives of the agency designated by the Commissioners to

administer this Act]. Such agency shall name and appoint all the

members of the committee and designate its chairman. Two-thirds of

the members of the committee shall constitute a quorum, and any

decision, recommendation, or report of the committee on the subject

submitted to it shall require an affirmative vote of not less than a

majority of all its members.
(c) The Commissioners shall present to the committee such infor-

mation as they might have relating to the subject they submitted to

the committee, and may cause to be brought before the committee any

witness whose testimony the Commissioners consider material.

(d) Within sixty days after the convening of the committee by

the Commissioners, the committee shall make and transmit to the

Commissioners a report containing its findings and recommendations

on the subject submitted to it by the Commissioners.

(e) The committee report shall include a recommendation for mini-

mum wages for the employees in the occupation under consideration,

but the minimum wage rates recommended shall not be less than

those prescribed in subsection (a) (1) of section 3 and shall not exceed
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by more than 10 per centum the highest minimum wage rate in effect
under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938 on the date of such recom-
mendation. In making such recommendation the committee shall
take into consideration (1) the amount of wages sufficient to pro-
vide adequate maintenance and to protect health, (2) the fair and
reasonable value of the work performed, and (3) the wages paid
in the [District of Columbia] Washington Metropolitan region (as
defined in section 6 of the Washington Metropolitan-Region Devel-
opment Act) by fair employers for work of like ot comparable char-
acter. The committee report shall also include recommendations
for reasonable allowances for board, lodging, or other facilities cus-
tomarily furnished by the employer to the employees, or reasonable
allowances for gratuities customarily received by employees in any
occupation in which gratuities have customarily and usually constituted
and have been recognized as a part of the remuneration for hiring
purposes. The committee report may also recommend suitable mini-
mum wages for learners and apprentices in the occupation under
consideration, where it appears proper or necessary, and may recom-
mend the maximum length of time any such employee may be kept,
at such wages as a learner or apprentice. The minimum wages recom-
mended for learners and apprentices may be less than the minimum
wages recommended for other employees in such occupation. The
committee may make a separate inquiry into and report on any branch
of any occupation and may recommend different minimum wages for
such branch of employment in the same occupation.

(f) If such committee fails to submit a report to the Commissioners
within the period specified in subsection (d), the Commissioners may
(1) discharge such committee from further consideration of the subject
submitted to it and convene a new committee for the purpose of con-
sidering such subject, or (2) consider the subject without the recom-
mendations of an ad hoc advisory committee and prepare and publish
a revised wage order for the occupation in accordance with the pro-
cedure specified in section 7.

ISSUANCE OF REVISED WAGE ORDERS

SEC. 7. (a) Upon receipt of the report from the ad hoc advisory
committee, or upon the 'discharge of such committee, in accordance
with section 6(f), the Commissioners may prepare a proposed revised
wage order for the occupation, giving due consideration to any rec-
ommendations contained in the report of such committee except that
no proposed revised wage order may be prepared which requires (1) a
minimum wage rate in excess of the minimum wage rate recommended in
such report or (2) if the proposed revised wage order is prepared without
the recommendations of an ad hoc advisory committee, a minimum wage
rate which exceeds by more than 10 per centum the highest minimum wage
rate in effect under the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1988 on the date of
the issuance of the proposed revised wage order. In such order the Com-
missioners shall provide, among other things, such allowances as are
recommended in the report. The Commissioners shall publish a notice
once a week, for four successive weeks, in a newspaper of general
circulation printed in the District of Columbia, stating that they will,
on a date and at a place named in the notice, hold a public hearing at
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which all interested persons will be given a reasonable opportunity to
be heard. Such notice shall contain a summary of the major provisions
of the proposed revised wage order.

ACT OF FEBRUARY 27, 1925

An ACT To regulate within the District of Columbia the sale of milk, cream,
and ice cream, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, [That from and after the
passage of this Act none but pure, clean, and wholesome milk, cream,
or ice cream conforming to the definitions hereinafter specified shall
be produced in or shipped into the District of Columbia or held or
offered for sale therein, and then only as hereinafter provided.
[SEc. 2. That no person shall keep or maintain a dairy or dairy

farm within the District of Columbia, or produce for sale any milk
or cream therein, or bring or send into said District for sale, any
milk, cream, or ice cream without a permit so to do from the health

officer of said District, and then only in accordance with the terms

of said permit. Said permit shall be for the calendar year only in
which it is issued and shall be renewable annually on the 1st day of

January of each calendar year thereafter. Application for said permit
shall be in writing upon a form prescribed by said health officer
and shall be accompanied by such detailed description of the dairy

or dairy farm or other place where said milk, cream, or ice cream are

produced, handled, stored, manufactured, sold, or offered for sale as

the said health officer may require, and shall be accompanied by a

certificate signed by an official of the health department of the

District of Columbia, the United States Department of Agriculture,

or some veterinarian authorized by the United States Department

of Agriculture or the health department of the District of Columbia,

detailed for the purpose, certifying that the cattle producing such

milk or cream are physically sound, and in the case of milk or cream

held, offered for sale, or sold as such shall in addition be accompanied

by a certificate signed by one of the officials aforesaid certifying the

cattle producing such milk or cream have reacted negatively to the

tuberculin test as prescribed by the Bureau of Animal Industry,

United States Department of Agriculture, within one year previous

to the filing of the application: Provided, That the words "person"

or "persons" in this Act shall be taken and construed to include

firms, associations, partnerships, and corporations, as well as in-

dividuals: Provided further, That the health officer may accept the

certification of a State or municipal health officer: And provided further,

That final action on each application shall, if practicable, be taken

within thirty days after the receipt of such application at the health

department.
(SEC. 3. That the health officer is hereby authorized and empowered

to suspend any permit issued under authority of this Act whenever

in his opinion the public health is endangered by the impurity or

unwholesomeness of the milk, cream, or ice cream supplied by any

person, and such suspension shall remain in force until such time as
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the said health officer is satisfied the danger no longer continues:
Provided, That whenever any permit is suspended the health officer
shall furnish in writing to the holder of said permit his reasons for
such suspension, and the dealer receiving such milk or cream shall also
be promptly notified by the health officer of such suspension.
(SEC. 4. That nothing in this Act shall be construed to prohibit

interstate shipments of milk or cream into the District of Columbia
for manufacturing into ice cream: Provided, That such milk or
cream is produced or handled in accordance with the specifications
of an authorized medical milk commission or a State board of health.
(SEC. 5. That failure or refusal on the part of any person holding

a permit under authority of this Act to permit the health officer of
the District of Columbia, or his duly appointed representative, to
inspect the dairy, dairy farm, cattle, and all appurtenances of such
dairy, dairy farm, or other places where said milk, cream, or ice
cream are produced, stored, manufactured, handled, offered for sale,
or sold may be deemed sufficient to suspend or revoke such permit at
the discretion of said health officer.
(SEC. 6. That the health officer or his duly appointed representative

be, and he is hereby, authorized to seize all milk, cream, or ice cream
which may, in violation of the provisions of this Act, be brought into
the District of Columbia. The owner of any such milk, cream, or
ice cream shall be at once notified of such seizure; and if he shall fail
within twenty-four hours to direct the removal of the same from the
District of Columbia, the health officer may destroy or otherwise
dispose of the said milk, cream or ice cream.
(SEC. 7. That the health officer of the District of Columbia, under

the direction of and with the approval of the Commissioners of said
District, is hereby authorized and empowered to make and enforce
all such reasonable regulations, consistent with this Act, from time
to time, as he may deem proper, to protect the milk, cream, and ice
cream supply of the said District of Columbia: Provided, however,
That such regulations shall be published once at least thirty days in
some daily newspaper in the District of Columbia of general cir-
culation before any penalty be exacted for violation thereof.
[SEc. 8. That all milk wagons within the District of Columbia shall

have the name of the owner, the number of the permit, and the
location of the dairy from which said wagons haul milk or cream
painted thereon plainly and legibly: Provided, That all trucks or
wagons engaged in bringing milk, cream, or ice cream into the said
District shall have the name and address of the owner painted
plainly and legibly thereon.
(SEC. 9. That all persons within the District of Columbia, having

or offering for sale, or having in their possession with intent to sell
milk, cream, or ice cream, shall at all times keep the name or names
of the person or persdns from whom the said milk, cream, or ice
cream have been obtained posted in a conspicuous place wherever
such milk, cream, or ice cream are kept or offered for sale: Provided,
however, That general distributors of milk, cream, or ice cream
shall only be required to keep a record of the name of all persons
from whom said distributor is receiving milk, cream, or ice cream,
which record shall at all times be open to inspection by the health
officer or his duly authorized representative.
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[SEC. 10. That no person shall sell, exchange, or deliver, or have in
his possession with intent to sell, exchange, or deliver, any "skimmed
milk," or "reconstructed milk," or "reconstructed cream" unless
every can, vessel, package, or container is plainly labeled conveying
to the purchaser the exact nature of its contents.
(SEC. 11. That it shall be unlawful for any person or persons to

sell, offer for sale, or have in their possession with intent to sell,
within the District of Columbia, milk or cream taken from cows less
than fifteen days before or seven days after parturition, nor shall
any such milk or cream be used in the manufacture of ice cream.
(SEc. 12. That any person or persons holding a permit issued under

authority of this Act being afflicked, or any member of his family,

hired help, or other person on said dairy farm being afflicted with.

a communicable disease, or if he has reason to suspect any such com-

municable disease, shall report the same to the health officer of the

District of Columbia within twenty-four hours after becoming aware

thereof. Willful violation of this section shall be deemed sufficient

cause for revocation of said permit.
(SEC. 13. That for the purpose and within the meaning of this Act

"milk" shall be held to be the lacteal secretion obtained from the

complete milking of cows.
("Cream" is that portion of the milk rich in fat which rises to the

surface of the milk on standing or is separated from it by centrifugal

force or otherwise, and shall contain not less than 20 per centum of

butter fat and shall not be offered for sale or sold unless and until

it has been pasteurized under regulations prescribed by the health

officer, and shall be free from pathogenic organisms and from visible

dirt.
[The term "pasteurized" as used in the Act shall be held to mean

the heating of milk or cream to a tempeature of not less than one

hundred and forty-two degrees Fahrenheit and maintained at such

temperature for a period of not less than thirty minutes then im-

mediately cooled to a temperature of not more than forty-five degree
s

Fahrenheit and maintained at not more than that temperature.

("Raw milk" is milk produced from healthy cows as determined

by physical examination and by a tuberculin test made within one

year previous to the time of filing of the application; said physi
cal

examination and tuberculin test shall be made by an official of th
e

health department of the District of Columbia, the United Sta
tes

Department of Agriculture, or some veterinarian authorized by th
e

United States Department of Agriculture or the health department

of the District of Columbia, to make such examination and tuber
cu-

lin test; and said tuberculin test shall be repeated at least one tim
e

during each succeeding calendar year; and when reactors are fou
nd

in any dairy herd licensed under this Act, the tuberculin test shal
l

be repeated semi-annually thereafter until such time as tube
rculosis

is eradicated from the herd: Provided, That no cow or bull
 shall

be added to any dairy herd licensed under this Act until su
ch cow

or bull has first been physically examined and tuberculin te
sted as

hereinbefore provided. The farm on which the milk is prod
ucted

shall rate not less than 80 per centum, the dairy from whi
ch such

milk is sold or distributed not less than 90 per centum, and the
 cows

producing the milk not less than 95 per centum on the rating 
cards

5 3-0 71-70—••••-•43
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in use at the time by the health department of the District of Colum-
bia, and said milk shall not at any time contain less than 3.5 per
centum of butter fat nor less than 11.5 per centum of total solids;
nor shall it contain when delivered to the consumer more than twenty
thousand bacteria per cubic centimeter total count, and no colon
bacilli or other pathogenic organism shall be present in one-fiftieth
cubic centimeter, and the milk shall be free from all visible dirt.

"Pasteurized milk" is milk produced from healthy cows, as de-
termined by the physical examination and tuberculin test as herein-
before provided for "raw" milk. Said milk shall be pasteurized
under regulations prescribed by the health officer. The milk im-
mediately after being pasteurized shall be cooled to a temperature
of not more than forty-five degrees Fahrenheit and maintained to
at least such temperature. The farm on which the milk is produced
must rate not less than 70 per centum, the dairy from which said
milk is sold or distributed not less than 85 per centum, and the cows
producing the milk not less than 90 per centum on the rating cards
now in use by the health department of the District of Columbia.
It shall not contain less than 3.5 per centum of butterfat or 11.5
per centum total solids;  nor shall it contain when delivered to the
consumer more than forty thousand bacteria, total count, per cubic
centimeter, and be free from colon bacilli and other pathogenic
organisms and all visible dirt. No such milk shall be pasteurized more
than one time.

["Certified milk" is milk produced and handled in accordance with
specifications of an authorized medical milk commission and must be
labeled according to the specifications of the commission which certifies
to the quality of the product. A copy of the necessary articles of
certification must be filed in the health department of the District of
Columbia and be approved by the health officer of said District.
["Reconstructed milk" or 'cream" means milk or cream which has

been concentrated or dried in any manner and subsequently restored
to a liquid state.
["Skimmed milk" is that part of milk from which the fat has been

partly or entirely removed and shall contain not less than 9 per centum
of milk solids, inclusive of fat.
("Ice cream' means the frozen product or mixture made from

pasteurized cream, milk, or product of milk sweetened with sugar,
to which has been added pure, wholesome food gelatin, vegetable gum
or other thickener, with or without wholesome flavoling extract, fruits,
nuts, cocoa, chocolate, eggs, cake, candy, or confections, and which
contains not less than 8 per centum, by weight, of milk (butter) fat.
(SEC. 14. That no person in the District of Columbia shall handle,

sell, offer for sale, or have in his possession with intent to sell, any
milk, cream, or ice cream which does not comply with the definitions
hereinbefore specified, and all bottles, cans, vessels, or other containers
in which said milk or cream is sold or offered for sale shall have
plainly and legibly printed thereon the grade of the milk or cream
which is contained therein.
(SEC. 15. That the pasteurization of all milk or cream required

under this Act to be pasteurized shall be done under regulations to
be prescribed by the health officer of the District of Columbia and
open to the supervision of said health officer.

;it
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(SEC. 16. That any person who shall molest, hinder, or in any
manner prevent said health officer or his duly appointed agent from
performing any duty imposed upon him or them by the provisions
of this Act shall be deemed guilty of violating the provisions of
said Act and be liable to the penalty prescribed therefor.
(SEC. 17. That every person, or persons, receiving a permit to ship

milk or cream into the District of Columbia from any creamery, or
receiving station, aforesaid, shall keep posted at all times in such

creamery, or receiving station, the names of all persons licensed under
this Act, who are delivering milk or cream at any such creamery, or

receiving station, and shall keep a record of all milk and cream re-

ceived, and furnish from time to time a sworn statement giving such

information relative thereto as the said health officer may require.

The health officer of the District of Columbia shall have power by

regulation to include other places than creameries, or receiving sta-

tions, under the provisions of this section, from time to time, as may

be necessary in his judgment.
[SEC. 18. That no person in the District of Columbia licensed under

this Act shall receive any milk or cream from any source until he
shall have first ascertained from the health department that the person

from whom such milk is obtained holds a license from the health officer

of said District to send milk or cream into the District of Columbia.

(SEC. 19. That any person or persons violating any of the provisions

of this Act, or of any of the regulations promulgated hereunder, shall,

on convictioR, be punished for the first offense by a fine of not more

than $10; for the second offense by a fine of not more than $50, and

for any subsequent offenses within one year, a fine of not more than

$500, or by imprisonment in the workhouse for not more than thirty

days, or by both such fine and imprisonment, in the discretion of the

court, and in addition any license issued under authority of this Act

may be revoked. Prosecutions hereunder shall be in the police court

by the District of Columbia.
[SEc. 20. That all Acts and parts of Acts inconsistent with the

foregoing be, and the same are hereby, repealed.]
SECTION 1. None but pure, clean, and wholesome milk, cream, milk

praucts, or frozen desserts conforming to standards established by the

District of Columbia Council, not inconsistent with standards established

by the United States Government, shall be produced in, or be shipped into,

the District of Columbia.
SEC. .2. As used in this Act—
(1) The term "person" includes, in addition to individuals, firms,

associations, partnerships, and corporations.
(2) The term "Commissioner" means the Commissioner of the District

of Columbia or his designated agents.
(3) The term "District" means the District of Columbia.
SEC. 3. No person shall keep or maintain within the District a dairy

farm, milk plant, or frozen dessert plant producing, as the case may be,

milk, cream, milk products, or frozen desserts for sale in the District, or

bring or send into the District for sale any milk, cream, milk product, or

frozen dessert, without a permit so to do from the Commissioner, and then

only in accordance with the terms of such permit. Such permit shall be

valid only for the calendar year in which it is issued, and shall be re-

newable annually on or before the 1st day of January of each calendar
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year thereafter. Application for such permit shall be in writing upon aform prescribed by the Commissioner.
SEC. 4. The Commissioner is authorized to suspend any permit issuedunder the authority of this Act whenever, in his opinion, the public healthis endangered by the impurity or unwholesomeness of the milk, cream,milk product, or frozen dessert supplied by the holder of the permit, and the

suspension shall remain in force until the Commissioner -finds the danger
no longer continues. Whenever any permit is suspended the Commissioner
shall in writing furnish to the holder of such permit his reasons for such
suspension, and each dealer receiving milk, cream, milk product, or frozen
dessert from such holder shall also be promptly notified by the Commissioner
in writing of the suspension of the permit.
SEC. 5. Nothing in this A,ct shall be construed to prohibit (1) the ship-

ment into the District of milk, cream, or milk products from shipping
stations or plants having a sanitation compliance and enforcement rating
of 90 per centum or better as determined by a milk sanitation rating officer
certified by the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare; or (2) the
shipment into the District of milk or cream for manufacture into frozen,
desserts, and frozen desserts containing milk or cream which has been pro-
duced and transported in accordance with specifications established by a
State or Federal regulatory or certifying agency and approved by the
Commissioner.
SEC. 6. No milk, cream, milk product, or frozen dessert shall be sold or

offered for sale to a consumer in the District unless it has been pasteurized
by a method acceptable to the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare.
SEC. 7. The Commissioner is authorized to seize all milk, cream, milk

products, or frozen desserts which may be brought into the District in
violation of the provisions of this Act. The owner of any such milk, cream,
milk product, or frozen dessert shall immediately be notified of such
seizure, and if he shall fail within twenty-four hours from the time such
notice is given to him to remove or cause to be removed from the District
the seized milk, cream, milk product, or frozen dessert,' the Commissioner
is authorized to destroy or otherwise dispose of it.
SEC. 8. The District of Columbia Council is hereby authorized to makefrom time to time all such reasonable regulations or standards consistent

with this Act as it deems necessary to protect the milk, cream, milk product,
and frozen dessert supply of the District. Such regulations or standards
shall be published once in a daily newspaper of general circulation in the
District at least thirty days before any penalty may be exacted for violation
thereof.
SEC. 9. No person in the District shall sell or offer for sale any mdk,

cream, milk product, or frozen dessert from any source until he shall
have first determined that the person providing such milk, cream, milk
product, or frozen dessert holds a permit from the Commissioner to shipmilk, cream, milk products, or frozen desserts into the District.
SEC. 10. Any person who violates any provision of this Act or the

regulations or standards promulgated hereunder shall be punished by a
fine or not more than $300 or imprisonment for not more than thirtydays, or both. Prosecutions shall be conducted in the Superior Court ofthe District of Columbia in the name of the District of Columbia by the
Corporation Counsel or any of his assistants.
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC WORKS ACT OF 1954

SEC. 214. The total principal amount of loans made in connection

with the construction, expansion, relocation, replacement, or renova-

tion of the sanitary and combined sewer systems of the District shall

not exceed [$32,000,000] $72,000,000. Such loans shall be in addition

to any other loans heretofore or hereafter made to the Commissioners

for any other purpose, and when advanced shall be deposited in full

in the Treasury of the United States to the credit of the D.C. Sanitary

Sewage Works Fund.

SEC. 402. (a) To assist in financing such program of construction,

the Commissioners are hereby authorized to accept loans for the Dis-

trict from the United 'States Treasury and the Secretary of the Treas-

ury is hereby authorized to lend to the Commissioners such sums as

may hereafter be appropriated: Provided, That the total principal

amount of loans advanced pursuant to this section shall not exceed

L$85,250,000] $110 ,000 ,000 . Provided, further, That any loan for use in

any fiscal year must first be specifically requested of the Congress in

connection with the budget submitted for the District for such fiscal

year, with a full statement of the work contemplated to be done and

the need thereof, and such work must be approved by the Congress:

And provided further, That such approval shall not be construed to

alter or to eliminate the procedures for consultatiofi, advice-, and

recommendation provided in the National Capital Planning Act of

1952 (66 Stat. 781). Such loans shall be in addition to any other loans

heretofore or hereafter made to the Commissioners for any other

purpose, and when advanced shall be deposited in full in the Treasury

of the United States to the credit of the Highway Fund.

ACT OF JUNE 2, 1950

SEC. 2. (a) The Commissioners of the District of Columbia, are
hereby authorized to accept loans for the District of Columbia from
the United States Treasury and the Secretary of the Treasury of the

United States is hereby authorized to lend to the Commissioners of the

District of Columbia, such sums as may hereafter be appropriated, to

finance the expansion and improvement of the water system when

sufficient funds therefor are not available from the District of Colum-

bia water fund established by law (D.C. Code, 1940 edition, 'title 43,

ch. 15): Provided, That the total principal amount of loans made

under the provisions of this section shall not exceed D35,000,000]

$51,000 ,000 : And provided further, That a loan for use in any fiscal

year must first be specifically requested of the Congress in connection

with the budget submitted for the District of Columbia for that fiscal

year, with a full statement of the work contemplated to be done and

the need thereof, and must be specifically approved by the Congress.

Such loans shall be in addition to any other loans heretofore or here-

after made to the Commissioners for any other prupose, and when

advanced shall be deposited in full in the Treasury of the United States

to the credit of the said District of Columbia water fund.

0
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DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1945

[SEC. 6. Hereafter no part of the funds appropriated for the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall be available for the payment of rental of
quarters for any activity at a rate in excess of 90 per centum of the
per annum rate paid by the District of Columbia for such quarters
on June 30, 1933: Provided, That the provisions of this paragraph
shall not apply to leases made prior to the passage of this Act, except
when renewals thereof are made hereafter: Provided further, That
the appropriations or portions of appropriations unexpended by
reason of the operation ,of this paragraph shall not be used for any
purpose, but shall be impounded and deposited in the Treasury to the
credit of the District of Columbia.]

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS ACT OF 1959

[SEC. 12. Appropriations in this Act shall be available, when au-
thorized by the Commissioners, for the rental of quarters without
reference to section 6 of the District of Columbia Appropriation Act,
1945: Provided, That hereafter leases for rentals shall not be on
terms and periods in excess of five years.]

e



MINORITY VIEWS ON MINIMUM WAGE RESTRICTIONS,

THE TRANSFER OF LORTON CORRECTIONAL INSTITU-

TION AND THE WITHHOLDING OF FUNDS BASED ON

HIGHWAT CONSTRUCTION

BACKGROUND: COMMITTEE ACTION

This bill as reported by the committee is a conglomeration of a

number of provisions and bills, all on widely differing subjects and few
pertaining in any way to revenue. For example, of the nine titles in the
bill, only two clearly deal with revenue matters. The other seven
involve minimum wage restrictions, the transfer of Lorton, a freeway-

Federal payment rider, a medical and dental school subsidy, land

grant college funds, dairy products, and other miscellaneous and
general provisions.
During committee deliberations, many committee members at-

tempted to separate the provisions of the bill so that the revenue

provisions contained in Title I could be voted upon as a 1970 D. C.

Revenue Act and that each of the other titles could be presented to the

House as separate bills and thus stand or fall on their own merits.

The votes on motions to strike various sections and to separate the

bill into its vario s titles were very close. A motion to strike all of the

titles except those having a reference to revenue was defeated by a

vote of 10 to 8.
Various individual motions and a substitute bill were offered in

Committee which would have done the following:
1. Struck Section 602, which would permit employers to pay

straight-time wages for overtime work for truck drivers, movers,

and deliverymen, and Section 603, which would prohibit the

District of Columbia Government from establishing a minimum

wage above $1.76.
2. Struck Title V which provides for the transfer of Lorton

Correctional Institution from the District of Columbia to the

United States Government.
3. Struck Title VIII which provides that no federal payment

authorization can be made to the District of Columbia until it

builds certain additional freeways beyond those required by the

1968 Federal Highway Act.
The substitute bill offered in committee was defeated on a narrow

10 to 8 vote.
EXPECTED FLOOR ACTION

There may be motions to strike one or more of the nine titles in the

bill by members of the committee other than the undersigned. Depend
-

ing upon the form of those motions, some of the undersigned may sup-

port some of these motions to strike. We believe, however, that the

three parts of this bill discussed above are so far removed from revenue

provisions that they do not belong in this bill. These provisions are

(119)
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also very controversial and could result in the bill being subjected to
a long and difficult conference or to a Presidential veto. The under-
signed, therefore, will offer a substitute for the bill, similar to the one
oirered in committee, which will strike .the sections of the !bill dealing
with minimum wages, the transfer of Lorton and the District of Colum-
bia highways.

ANALYSIS OF THE COMMITTEE BILL

A. MINIMUM WAGE

Section 602 of this bill would exempt employees involved in the
operation or manitenance of motor carriers from the overtime provi-
sions of the District. , of Columbia minimum wage act. Under this
section, employers wou'd he permitted to pay these employees straight-
time wages for houi - worked in excess of 40 hours during the work
week. An employee now paid at the minimum wage rate of $1.60 an
hour receives overtime compensation at time and a half, or $2.40 an
hour. If this provision were passed, a working man's overtime rate
could be reduced from $2.40 an hour to $1.60 per hour.

Section 603 would restrict the authcrity of the District of Columbia
Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board to revise minimum wage
rates. It would place a ceiling on the minimum wage rates which could
be no higher than 10% above the effective minimum wage authorized
by the Fair Labor Standards Act. Yet the federal minimum wage law
clearly provides that a state may set minimum wage rates above those
of the federal minimum wage (Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.
Code, Section 218(a).)

This bill would limit the D.C. minimum wage to $1.76 an hour
under the current federal minimum wage of $1.60 per hour. This
means that a fully employed worker in the District working a 40-
hour week and a 52-week year would earn a gross annual salary of
$3,660.80.

These two provisions are opposed by the District of Columbia
government, the District of Columbia Central Labor Council, and
the national AFL—CIO.

B. TRANSFER OF LORTON TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Title V, which would transfer the Lorton Correctional Institution
from the D.C. Department of Corrections to the U.S. Bureau of
Prisons, should be rejected because:

(1) It is totally nongermane to a revenue bill;
(2) It has already been rejected this year by a House-Senate

conference (on H.R. 16196, the D.C. crime bill).
(3) It has received no support from the President, the Depart-

ment of Justice, the U.S. Bureau of Prisons, the District of
Columbia Government, the D.C. Bar Association, or U.S. or
District of Columbia judges;
(4) It would federalize an essentially local institution and

function;
(5) It would fragment a nearly fully coordinated local correc-

tional system by federalizing certain components (minimum
security facility, correctional complex, youth corrections center)
while leaving others (D.C. Jail, Women's Detention Center,
community correctional centers) in the D.C. Government;



121

(6) It would lead to no economies for the District of Columbi
a

and might even result in additional noncapital costs; and

(7) It should more properly be the subject of careful review

by the so-called "little Hoover Commission" for the District of

Columbia, created and approved by the Congress on September 
9,

1970, to promote economy and efficiency in the government 
of

the District.
This provision was highly controversial within the Distr

ict of

Columbia Committee and was sustained by a close 11-8 vote. I
t should

be rejected by the House as ill-conceived and unjustified.

C. WITHHOLDING OF FEDERAL PAYMENT FUNDS UNTIL CONSTR
UCTION OF

HIGHWAYS IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

It is a very dangerous precedent to withhold the D.C. reven
ues,

which pay the bills for police protection, fire protection, health,

sanitation and all other governmental purposes, as hosta
ge for the

construction of certain roads which have not even as yet be
en fully

authorized.
Last year a rider to the 1969 D.C. Revenue Act was ad

opted

which prohibited the appropriation of the Federal payment 
until the

District Government had begun work on certain highway
s listed in.

Section 23(b) of the 1968 Federal Highway Act. Now, ho
wever, the

Secretary of Transportation and the District Government have

complied with the provisions of Sections 23(b) and (c) and
 have so

notified the Speaker of the House and the President of the
 Senate.

Construction or acquisition and preliminary design are 
proceeding on

all projects mandated by Section 23(b).
There is thus no justification for an additional rider wh

ich would

withhold the Federal payment to the District of Columbia 
until work

has begun on all highways which the Congress has required an
d may

in the future require. As with the other provisions, there is n
o justifi-

cation for Title VIII. This is directly in conflict with the
 federal

statute granting local areas basic control over their hig
hway pro-

grams. It would mandate the North Central Freeway in di
rect oppo-

sition to the plans submitted by the District Government an
d sup-

ported by the Department of Transportation.
This subject has already produced an indignant reactio

n in the

community and this action would exacerbate it. There is n
o place in

a revenue bill for remote control highway planning.

We urge you to vote for the substitute.
CHARLES C. DIGGS, Jr.,.
BROCK ADAMS,
PETER N. KYROS,
DONALD M. FRASER,
ANDREW JACOBS, Jr.



SEPARATE VIEWS OF GILBERT GUDE AND
HENRY P. SMITH, III

Like two bad pennies, the Lorton transfer and freeway issues
have turned up as titles of this legislation. We hope they will be
stricken by the House.

Title V of the bill would transfer responsibility for the city's work-
house, youth center

' 
and men's reformatory at Lorton, Virginia to

the Department of Justice. There are many reasons to reject this
transfer, and we will comment on only two. First, this bid to fragment
the system of criminal justice in the District of Columbia is at odds
with the President's crime program for the Nation's Capital. This
administration has given top priority to a comprehensive attack on
crime, reforming and strengthening law enforcement from the patrol-
man to the parole officer. The appropriations for the Corrections
Department for both 1970 and 1971 included new and expanded pro-
grams as part of the President's crime program, including work
release programs, youth crime control and the narcotic addicts reha-
bilitation program, now finally underway. Of the 1971 appropriation
of $18.5 million for the corrections department, $4.1 million is directly
related to the President's crime program.
We see no justification for dismantling the Corrections Department,

when so many important programs are in the early stages of imple-
mentation. This can only be a setback for this Administration's
work to coordinate and strengthen law enforcement for the benefit of
District citizens and millions of visitors to Washington.
There is another reason why this is no time to tinker with the orga-

nization of the District Government. A few months ago, this Com-
mittee and the.House voted by a wide majority to establish a Little
Hoover Commission to study the organization and operation of the
District Government, and to report its findings and recommenda-
tions to Congress within one year. According to this Committee's
report on the legislation establishing the twelve-member Commission,
it will be staffed by individuals with "considerable expertise."
We think that any decision to spin off departments of the District

government should await the report of the Little Hoover Commission.
To legislate the transfer of Lorton before the Commission's member-
ship is even complete suggests that the Commission's assignment is
not taken seriously by this Committee. The Commission's work will
amount to a costly charade, at the taxpayer's expense.

Title VIII, conditioning District revenues upon the construction of
freeways, strikes us as both impractical and unprincipled. It is im-
practical to mandate construction of the North Central Freeway at a
time when certain Maryland highway connections related to the North
Central Freeway have been eliminated from the Montgomery County
master plan of highways. Construction of the North Central Freeway
with the current uncertainties as to the Maryland links to this highway
could well mean the Congress is directing the construction of a road to
nowhere.

(122)
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It is unprincipled to blackjack the city into constructing a road by
withholding funds for essential services such as police overtime,
medical facilities, and education. We believe the controversy over the
highway system can be resolved without resort to hostage tactics that
do us little credit as legislators for the Nation's Capital.

HENRY P. SMITH, III.
GILBERT GUDE.
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